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PERCEPTIONS OF MIDDLE SCHOOL TEACHERS REGARDING THE USE
OF STANDARDIZED TESTING DATA
by
DARRELL LAMAR STEPHENS
(Under the Direction of Linda M. Arthur)
ABSTRACT
Principals and teachers are under continuous pressure to improve student learning.
The ability to analyze standardized testing data provides a tool for educators to use in
their effort to combat students’ deficiency in learning. The researcher conducted the
study in four middle schools in a Georgia school district located outside of metropolitan
Atlanta, which is in the beginning stages of providing training to teachers, and
administrators on how to use standardized test results to improve student learning. To
accomplish the purpose of this study, the researcher analyzed the surveyed responses of
242 participants, all middle school teachers. The method for this quantitative research
study used descriptive statistics and independent sample t-tests.
Findings of the study converged with the literature in terms of the purpose and
benefits of using standardized testing data. Teachers agreed that principals provided time
for them to analyze and plan instruction based on standardized testing results. Teachers
also reported that their principals’ current leadership actions was conducive to them being
able to use standardized test data more, and they believed that there is an expectation in
their school for teachers to use standardized testing data to inform their practice.

INDEX WORDS:

Standardized state criterion testing data, Georgia Criterion
Competency Test (Ga.CRCT), No Child Left Behind (NCLB),
High-Stakes Tests, Georgia Performance Standards (GPS)
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Chapter I
INTRODUCTION
“In God we trust; all others bring data” – (Deming, 1986, p. 12).
There have been many criticisms of educators in this era of high-stakes testing.
Many politicians, local community leaders, and the public at large believe the scores on
students’ high-stakes tests are the only way to determine if teachers are doing their job
(Bracey, 2001). However educators warned the public against using high-stakes tests, and
the results they produce, to judge schools and teachers (Gabler, 1987). In their defense,
educators revealed that they are over burdened by these tests and are “drowning” in the
data produced by them (Celio & Harvey, 2005; Ingram, Louis, & Schroeder, 2004).
Research in the profession revealed that 80% of educators in Georgia found more uses for
teacher made test than state mandated high-stake tests (Steecher & Hamilton, 2006).
However, teachers need high stakes tests to know what is important for students to learn
and for them to teach (Amrein & Berliner, 2002). No longer in this profession can
practitioners make decisions based on intuition, gut instinct, or fads (Slavin, 2002a,
2003b). Equity and accountability, as a result of the re-authorization of The Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), known as No Child Left Behind Act of 2001
(NCLB), have made it imperative that teachers base decisions on accurate and
meaningful data that reflects student learning and achievement (Johnson, 2002; Lachat
2002). The law presumes that, by examining annual achievement data, educators can
determine what causes unacceptable outcomes and can correct the unproductive parts of
the system (Heibert et al., 2005).
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When considering students’ academic growth outcomes and how best to improve
learning, one must think of the teacher, as research has shown that teachers have the most
influence and effect on students’ achievement (Darling-Hammond, 2000; Muijs &
Reynolds, 2001; Nye et al., 2004; Robinson & Timperley, 2000). “The evidence is
indisputable. Teaching had a 6 to 10 times as much impact on achievement as all other
factors combined” (Schmoker, 2006, p.9). Sanders (1999) supports the assumption that
teacher characteristics account for more variance in student achievement than any other
scholastic input. Considering that teachers have such a profound influence on student
achievement, it is imperative that school leaders have knowledge of how teachers are
using standardized testing data (Center on Education Policy, 2004; The Information
Edge, 2006). This knowledge is important as more resources are being invested in school
systems to increase the use of student achievement data. The testing data are seen as tools
to inform instruction in schools, especially in schools identified as needing improvement
(Center on Education Policy, 2004; The Information Edge, 2006).
Despite the amount of standardized testing results available, many teachers still
believe they are unqualified to analyze data appropriately to make sound instructional
decisions (Choppin, 2002). Though it is critical for educators to believe in and use
standardized testing results, researchers have yet to focus much attention on teachers’
current impression of assessment data. The researcher surveyed teachers in Brewton
County, Georgia, to determine their perceptions of standardized state criterion testing
results. In this study “standardized state criterion testing” refered to all Georgia mandated
tests for middle school students (e.g., Georgia Criterion Reference Competency Test
(Ga.CRCT), Georgia Grade 8 Writing Assessment, and Assessing Comprehension and
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Communication in English State to State for English Language Learners (ACCESS for
ELLs). “Standardized state criterion testing results,” or “data,” or “assessment data”
refers to the testing results teachers receive after students complete standardized state
criterion tests.
Background of the Study
Using standardized state criterion testing data has major implications in the field
of education. Much of the standardized state criterion testing data is being used to track
students for promotion, graduation, and leveling (Heubert & Hauser, 1999). Most of the
research on what teachers should be doing with standardized test state criterion testing
results has focused on how data can be used in the school improvement process
(Bernhardt, 2003a; Choppin, 2002; Earl & Katz, 2002; Feldman, & Tung, 2001; Heritage
& Chen, 2005). The research also shows that standardized tests results are being used to
make performance appraisal decisions for teachers and principals, along with the creation
of annual measurable objectives to hold schools and school systems accountable for the
success of their students (Linn, 2000). However, there are few current studies in which
researchers have examined what teachers do with standardized testing results. School
leaders must be able to articulate specifically how teachers are using testing results as
they work to increase learning in all children. A brief review of the literature provided
(a) a historic perspective on the evolution of testing, (b) the pros and cons of testing, (c)
perspectives on the barriers of using data, and (d) what the literature reveals about how
principals influence the use of standardized test data in schools. Finally, (e) the review
include suggested methods to help teachers collect, analyze, synthesize, and make
meaningful use of data.
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Historical Perspectives of Testing
In the United States, during the mid-19th century, standardized test results were
used to make comparisons among students and amongst schools systems. In 1840, an
exam was designed in Boston; Massachusetts, that not only made comparisons among
students and amongst schools systems, but it also monitored school’s effectiveness
(Resnick & Resnick, 1982), and it included many features of today’s large-scale tests. In
1909, the Thorndike Handwriting Scale was the first popular standardized achievement
test used in public schools (Perrone, 1991). A wide array of tests soon followed;
nonetheless, it was not until 1923 that researchers began to think about how best to use
results produced by standardized tests. They suggested, during this period, that teachers
should use achievement tests as helpful tools for improving their work, and that,
individual test results could be used to ascertain, which pupils in each class were in the
greatest need of remedial teaching (Mort & Gats, 1923). Standardized testing programs
began a substantial upward spiral after the 1950’s and through the late 1960’s. Even
though the suggestions to teachers to use standardized testing data was first made during
this era, the research on what teachers were doing with these results was sparese.
As the use of standardized testing continued to grow in the 1960’s, researchers
and testing authors continued looking at standardized tests, but they also continued
strategizing on how best to use the results standardized tests produced (Mort & Gats,
1923). As they turned their attention to the testing results, they also focused attention on
the teacher in the classroom. Testing authors were aware of the educational implications
of the data provided by their testing instruments. An increasing emphasis was placed on
using test data, not just for record collections of data (Mort & Gats, 1923). The manuals
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for achievement tests advised administrators and teachers to use test results for reasons
such as placement into academic learning groups, counseling groups, career education,
and vocational plans (Wigdor & Garner, 1982). Standardized tests were already being
used during this decade for diagnosing students with individual learning difficulties, for
appraising, and for modifying instructional methods (Wigdor & Garner, 1982). Research
revealed that some teachers had found uses for standardized testing results that were
more substantial and that were of use to their practice than previously (Mort & Gats,
1923).
The accountability movement shifted in the late 1980’s, and the 1990’s saw the
push in education from minimum competency to more rigorous standards, and for tests
that would be aligned with those standards, helping to encourage teachers to teach those
standards (Resnick & Resnick, 1992). However, with the birth of NCLB in 2001, not
only were teachers being asked to teach to those standards, but also the standardized test
and the results they produced became the indicator used to hold schools and school
districts accountable for student achievement. In an empirical study conducted by
Wohlstetter, Datnow, & Park (2008), it was concluded that the theory of action
underlying NCLB requires that educators have the will and the know-how to analyze,
interpret, and use data so that they can make informed decisions.
Benefits and Disadvantages of Testing
The increase in testing that continued into the 2000’s, as a result of NCLB,
created several opinions that both supported and disfavored testing. Proponents believe
that students and teachers need high-stakes tests to know what is important to learn and to
teach respectively (Amrein & Berliner, 2002). Proponents of standardized testing

18
asserted that the theory of action implied by these accountability pressures of high-stakes
testing would increase student achievement (Nichols, Glass, & Berliner, 2005).
Opponents countered that the pressure to show success on standardized tests was not
allowing teachers to teach in-depth. Teachers were encouraged to use testing data to
modify instruction, and also demonstrate communication to students on the purpose of
the lesson (Tileston, 2009). However, teachers argued that high-stake tests narrow the
curriculum and force teaching to the test (Nichols & Berliner, 2005). These particular
tests also tended to provide results only offering a snapshot of student performance and
most school districts did not link student achievement to teacher practices in such a way
that educators could help determine what was working (Hess, 2009).
Barriers
In a paramount demand for school improvement, many school districts were
starting to look at how to use data, but the new emphasis on data necessitated knowledge
and a skill set that was not taught regularly to most teachers (Englert, Fries, Martin, &
Michael, 2005). This lack of understanding of how to use data created many barriers to
data use. For instance, teachers often devalued standardized test data because they
developed their own personal assessments for determining what children learned which
had little to do with tests other than the those they created themselves (Ingram et al.,
2004). Supovitz and Klein (2003) found that only 19% of the 68 administrators in the
schools they surveyed believed that they had the skills to manipulate data to answer the
questions in which they were interested. Additionally, timeliness in getting data back to
be analyzed has greatly influenced individual use. If teachers feel as though they are not
going to get the testing results back in enough time to prepare for proper instructional
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planning, then future use of these standardized tests is less likely (Kerr, Marsh, Ikemoto,
Darilek, & Barney, 2006).
A barrier to using standardized testing data is teachers’ lack of belief in its
validity (Herman & Gribbons, 2001). Several empirical studies offered strong evidence
demonstrating that teachers did not believe in the validity and reliability of standardized
assessments (Feldman & Tung, 2001; Herman & Gribbons, 2001; Ingram et al., 2004).
They thought that tests had changed in quality from the first administration to the second
or that students were not motivated to perform well on them.
Additional studies also revealed that teachers lack skill to veer from districtmandated curriculum guides, considering the pressures from their school district. Many
teachers opted to follow the curriculum instead of the data because they believe that they
are unprepared to use the data (Kerr et al., 2006). Teachers also often lack minimum
understanding to create questions, select indicators, interpret results, and develop
solutions when analyzing test data (Choppin, 2002; Feldman & Tung 2001; Mason,
2002).
Schools, particularly teachers, have been under constant scrutiny to increase the
use of standardized test scores to guide instruction and curriculum (Henning, 2006). For
example, test makers advised that by comparing student, classroom, or building scores
with local and national norms, teachers can identify individual or group strengths and
weaknesses for the purpose of adjusting the curriculum (Hoover et al., 2003). Data were
also used for a variety of action decisions around instruction, curriculum, and
professional development (Marsh, Pane, & Hamilton, 2006). However, most educators
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are not trained to evaluate data and research or translate findings into practices that can
improve student achievement (Dynarski, 2008).
Principals Role in Data Use
Principals can be instrumental in not only helping teachers in translating data into
practices that can improve learning, but they also can be influential in the use of test data
by creating and implementing shared leadership roles by people, such as assistant
principals, department chairs, counselors, and academic coaches. This implementation of
shared leadership roles plays an important part in motivating teachers to use data
(Copeland, 2003). Marzano (2003) discussed how a common misconception about
leadership at the school level is that it should reside with a single individual that being the
principal. The idea that an individual can affect change by will and personality is simply
not supported by research studies. Georgia’s Leadership Instruction for School
Improvement (GLISI, 2008) believes that distributed leadership not only encourages, but
also looks for others to take leadership responsibilities, regardless if they have formal
leadership titles. This outlook on leadership is imperative because it advocates dispersing
leadership throughout organizations rather than monopolizing it at the top, or in the case
of the school, with the principal only. Each individual can lead by setting an example for
others, regardless of what other skills he or she have or do not have for influencing
people directly. The goal of distributed leadership is empowerment of all stakeholders.
Hence, shared leadership can encourage teachers to use test data to guide the curriculum
and instruction.
Principals influence on data use also includes allowing time for teachers to
immerse themselves in daily inquiry into their classroom practice (Armstrong & Anthes,

21
2001); this immersion is important as teachers have shown enthusiasm for using
standardized test data when it can provide useful information for their classroom practice
(Symonds, 2003 ). In addition to shared leadership roles and allowing time for teachers to
have dialogue about how best to use data, a principal’s ability to communicate goals and
have teachers commit to those goals has also proven to be very effective in influencing
teachers use of data (Latham & Locke, 2006). A part of visionary leadership is
articulating goals and winning commitment to such purposes like having teachers use
data exhaustively in improving student learning (Hallinger & Heck, 2002). A study
conducted by GLISI (2008) revealed that operant administrators used a data-driven
approach to leadership based on collecting and synthesizing multiple sources of data.
This approach guided decisions as it pertained to allocations of resources for instruction
and curriculum and was deemed most appropriate to improving not only instruction and
student achievement but also helped with assisting teachers from operating in isolation,
particularly, when making decisions with standardized testing data.
Chrisman (2005) discovered that one of the ways that schools sustain success and
influence the use of data by teachers is by principals making themselves available to
teachers. This includes the principal’s frequent attendance at grade level meetings and by
teachers providing feedback on the meetings and letting the principal know what he or
she can do to help them.
Methods That Make Meaningful Use of Data
There are some teachers who have been professionally trained on how to collect,
analyze, synthesize, and make meaningful use of data. One of the models used for
training this is The Data Wise Improvement Process (DWIP). It requires teachers to use
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standardized testing results but also use student work completed in the classroom, to
make instructional decisions about their practice. DWIP is a collaborative approach to
school wide instructional improvement that gives teachers a safety net for taking risks
and improving their craft. After using this method as a means of determining what to do
with standardized testing results, solutions about student achievement were easily made
by teachers (Boudett, City, & Murnane, 2005). Additionally, after teachers failed to make
connections with the results of data from standardized test and what they knew about
instruction, they were instructed on implementing the Coaching and Facilitation Method
(CFM) of using data (Blachowicz, Buhle, Frost, & Bates, 2007). The CFM model
demonstrates how to connect one known body of information with another. Teachers
trained in this model learn how to connect assessment results with instructional decisions.
It derives from the thinking that instructional improvement requires more than just
presenting the data and expecting it to automatically transform teacher’s thinking
(Blachowicz et al., 2007). This method requires that teachers have time to think about
their practice and the data produced from their students. The results of the study revealed
using CFM method for data analysis can inform instructional decisions (Blachowicz et
al., 2007).
In addition to the CFM model of training teachers, The Collaborative Method
(CM) of using data requires teachers to make decisions about data as a team. Huffman
and Kalnin (2003), in support of CM, studied eight district teams engaged in a yearlong
data-based inquiry process and found that team members reported growth in their
systems’ curricular coherence and their own professional knowledge. It was also
concluded by Wayman and Stringfield (2006) that data use was most effective when
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teachers could work together to formalize expectations, review evidence of student
learning, and participate in instructional decision making. This was in comparison to
teachers working individually.
The CFM and the CM models of training teachers to collect, analyze, synthesize,
and make meaningful use of data has proven to be very effective in helping teachers to
improve their practice. Another model used to train teachers on how to use standardize
testing results is Data Driven Decision-Making (DDDM). The foundation of the DDDM
model comes from successful practices from industry and manufacturing, such as Total
Quality Management, organizational learning, and continuous improvement (Deming,
1986; Juran, 1988; Senge, 1990). DDDM requires teachers to use standardized testing
data in school improvement planning, site-based decision-making processes, and schoolsystem strategic planning (Massell, 2001; Schmoker, 2004). Though it is a version of the
collaborative model, DDDM requires teachers to work in teams using essential questions
that evolve from group discussions concerning teaching practices in the classroom.
Statement of the Problem
Teachers have experienced ongoing pressure to meet NCLB (2001) mandates to
improve instruction and student achievement. The law requires teachers to use
assessment data in an effort to increase student achievement. Assessment data identifies
the link between teaching practices and student performances so that high achievement
levels can be obtained (Miller, 2000). There is an increasing body of literature that
suggests that the use of high-quality, assessment data, can also improve instruction. For
instance, schools that have demonstrated success in “closing the gap” that exists between
white students and students of color, as it pertains to achievement, were more than likely
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to disaggregate and analyze state assessment data (Evaluation Section, Division of
Accountability Services, North Carolina Department of Public Instruction, 2000).
Additionally, using state assessment data to drive improvement was recognized as an
instrumental piece to success in a report created by the National Education Goals Panel
after a series of hearings designed to find examples of successful schools and to
understand why those schools were succeeding (Rothman, 2000). However, teachers’
perceptions of test results and their usefulness continue to waiver as a precedence for data
use had not been established prior to the 2000’s. For instance, Goslin, (1967) revealed in
an early study that the majority of teachers had little use for standardized test data.
Additionally, he stated that teachers were not completely confident in their understanding
of standardized tests and the results they produce. Stetz and Beck’s (1979) findings
mirrored those in Goslin, (1967), in that, they had teachers who reported using test results
for diagnosing students’ strengths and weaknesses. Stetz and Beck (1979) also reported
that 80% of the teachers had little use of the data from standardized test. Additional
research that followed concerning teachers’ perception of standardized testing results also
showed that mandated state tests were of little relevance to teachers, that teachers paid
state test little attention, and that they viewed test results as relatively unreliable sources
of information (Salmon-Cox, 1981; Don-Bremme & Herman, 1983; Ruddell, 1985).
Though most of these studies were dated and conducted before NCLB (2001),
current research on standardized tests and standardized test results reveal that teachers’
perceptions of state test were still unfavorable, for instance, Earl & Katz, (2006)
discussed in the findings of their study that teachers were not actively using data to guide
their planning and instructional decisions. It was also revealed that 80% of Georgia
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teachers were using their own assessments more than state standardized test (Stecher and
Hamilton, 2006). In contrast, Snow-Renner (2001), in an effort to get teacher’s
perspective of standards-based education as it pertained to data use, used a qualitative
survey to interview 806 teachers in Midwestern states and found that they used data to
align curriculum and monitor student progress. This study furthered researchers
understanding of how teachers were using data, and enlightened educators on teachers’
perspective of standardized testing data.
Current research as it pertains to teachers’ belief and use of standardized testing
data is sparse. Researchers and school leaders alike need more information on how
teachers are using standardized testing data, in an effort to continue to assist or learn how
to assist teachers in improving their practice, but more importantly, in an effort to
increase learning in all students. This is particularly important when comparing what
teachers are supposed to be doing with standardized testing results to what they are
actually doing with these test results, considering the mandatory mandates of NCLB
(2001). Very few studies exist currently that evaluate teachers’ understanding of
standardized test data. This study addressed these gaps in the literature as the purpose is
to identify the perceptions of how Georgia middle school teachers, in Brewton County,
use standardized criterion referenced state testing data.
Research Questions
The following overarching question was considered in this study:
What are the perceptions of how Georgia middle school teachers, in Brewton
County, use standardized state testing data?
The following sub-questions will be used to answer the overarching questions:
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Sub-question 1: To what extent do middle-school English/Language Arts and
mathematics teachers’ believe that standardized test data is useful as compared to other
content area teachers?
Sub-question 2: To what extent do middle-school English/Language Arts and
mathematics teachers’ use standardized test data as compared to other content teachers?
Sub-question 3: To what extent do existing leadership practices help middle
school teachers use standardized test data in instructional planning?
Significance of Study
The intent of studying the perceptions of Georgia middle school teachers in
Brewton County regarding the use of standardized testing data was beneficial to the
researcher, as it had personal, professional and practical significance. The results from
this study may provide direction for school and district leaders need for professional
development, and the need to assist in the planning and implementation of effective
strategies to increase the influence of leadership, instruction, and student achievement.
The results of this study may also benefit principals’ effort in understanding how to
support teachers’ in using data and may assist the school district’s local professional
development efforts to ensure that teachers are trained and prepared to effectively use
data to increase and guide student performance on standardized state criterion tests. Last,
given the fact that few studies place a single focus on the teacher’s perspective regarding
the use of standardized testing data and that no studies have been documented, to date in
Georgia, this study is timely and important for the future of the profession.
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Research Procedures
The approach of this study was quantitative, in that, the design of it called for
administration of an instrument for data collection, which helped with rapid turnaround
(Creswell, 2003, Gay & Airaian, 2000).
Survey research is non-experimental, which means, that in this study, phenomena
was studied as it exists. The collection of data, using a cross-sectional survey, was paper
and pencil, with a 4-point Likert-like scale. A Cronbach’s alpha was used to determine
internal consistency reliability of the researcher developed survey instrument. The
researcher limited the number of questions on the survey to 40. This ensured that the
survey was not too tedious for the participants, hopefully, encouraged greater
participation in the study. The survey consisted of statements that helped determined the
perceptions of Georgia middle school teachers, in Brewton County, regarding the use of
standardized testing results. A demographics section in the survey, identified age, years
of experience, and content area taught by teachers, this was useful information to study in
analyzing the perceptions of how Georgia middle school teachers use test data.
Sample and Population
This study incorporated all of the four middle schools in Brewton County.
Brewton County School District (BCSS) has approximately 20,000 students, in addition
to elementary and high schools, the district have four middle schools with very diverse
populations. Two of the schools have majority student populations of low socioeconomic students as determined by the high number of free or reduced-price lunches; of
the other two, one is considered a middle-class school, and the other is termed
economically privileged.
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Data Collection and Analysis
Data for the study was collected by the researcher, by attending the faculty
meetings of the four middle schools in the county. In an effort survey the maximum
number of middle school teachers, the researcher left blank surveys for them to fill out
upon their return and teachers were allowed to send those surveys back to the researcher
via the school district’s inter-county mail service. The result of the study was analyzed
using the statistic software program, Statistical Package for Social Science (SPSS).
Delimitations
The parameter of this study was limited to the only four middle-school schools in
Brewton County and thus may not be generalizable statewide. The sampled middle
schools drawn from Brewton County were not representative of all teachers in the school
district. However, it should be generalize to other districts within or outside of Georgia.
Limitations
There have been very few current survey research studies that have evaluated
middle school teachers’ perceptions concerning the use of standardized criterion state
testing data. The level of teachers understanding of how to use standardized criterion
state testing data to effect change was a limitation and may influence the results of the
study.
Summary
For more than 100 years, educators have been using standardized tests and the
results from them to make instructional decisions. This process of adjusting the
instructional approach to accommodate students better is significant with today’s
educators. The research of this study determined Georgia middle-school teachers, in
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Brewton County, perception as it pertains to using standardized testing. The study was
based on a quantitative approach and was experimental in type. The importance of this
study to the profession was that it served as another significant tool to assist school
leaders and teachers in the use of standardized test data to improve instruction.
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Chapter II
REVIEW OF RESEARCH AND RELATED LITERATURE
Introduction

Nation at Risk was to research universities and public schools as September 11
was to the arms and security industries (Bracey, 2003). This report ended the minimum
competency movement and began the high-stakes testing movement that would raise the
nation’s standards of achievement drastically (Bracey, 2003). In 1989, the nations’
governors issued a call for “world class” standards to guide educational practice and the
National Commission of Teachers of English and the National Commission of Teachers
of Mathematics were asked to create these national standards (McKnight et. al, 1987;
National Governors Association, 1989; Travers & Westbury, 1989). The standards
movement reached new heights in 1994 when Congress passed three interlocking pieces
of legislation, School to Work Opportunities Act, Goals 2000: Educate America Act, and
Improving America’s School Act. These three pieces of legislation jointly promoted
voluntarily national academic standards, and assessments, with particular emphasis
placed on mathematics and reading (Wills, 1994). These three pieces of legislation also
encouraged states to assess if schools were making progress and if they were not,
sanctions were supposed to be imposed but these pieces of legislation lacked much force
(Mapping America’s Educational Progress, 2008).
January 8, 2001, President George W. Bush signed the reauthorization of
Elementary School Education Act entitled the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 and
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unlike the three major pieces of legislation passed in the 90’s, that launch the standards
movement. NCLB (2001) has major ramifications and penalties for schools systems
across the country for not meeting mandates of this law as accountability through student
assessment was the focal point. NCLB(2001) also required that all students make
academic progress, as documented by student assessment, and test results would be used
to measure student achievement, teacher performance, and school’s structure (Downey,
2002).
The implementation of standards-based accountability under NCLB(2001)
presents opportunities for data use by giving teachers new sources of data for analysis, as
well as, increasing the expectations on them to improve student achievement on test
scores (Massell, 2001). However, many educators did not have training or experience in
using data to make decisions and thus felt overwhelmed by the prospect (Ronka, Lachat,
Slaughter, & Meltzer, 2008). This in essence had a lasting impact on teachers’
perspectives concerning how useful testing data would be to their daily practice.
The purpose of this chapter is to review the body of literature and empirical
research focused on middle school teachers’ perception regarding standardized state
criterion test results. This chapter was divided into six segments of reviewed literature
considered by the principle investigator to be relevant to data use by public school
educators, which is the primary focus of this study. The first component of the literature
review was the historical perspective on the evolution of testing. The purpose of testing
and its pros and cons were revealed through the literature review. Next, literature was
reviewed that considered the perspectives on the barriers of using data, and how
principals influence the use of standardized test data in schools. Last, literature was
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reviewed that discussed suggested methods to help teachers collect, analyze, synthesize,
and make meaningful use of data.
History of Testing
The stated objective of early standardized tests was to ensure that all children had
equal opportunity to receive the same academic level of education (Haladyna, Haas, &
Allison, 1998). As early as 1840, an exam designed to monitor school’s effectiveness was
implemented in Boston, Massachusetts (Resnick & Resnick, 1982). This exam included
many features of today’s large-scale tests. The exam was developed to provide efficient
measurement for large numbers of students and to facilitate comparisons across
classrooms and schools (Resnick & Resnick, 1982). In 1909, the Thorndike Handwriting
Scale was the first popular standardized achievement test used in public schools (Perrone,
1991). A wide array of tests soon followed; nonetheless, it was not until 1923 that
researchers began to think about how best to use results produced by standardized test. It
is suggested, during this period, that teachers should use achievement tests as helpful
tools for improving their work, and that, individual test results could be used to ascertain
that pupils in each class were in the greatest need of remedial teaching (Mort & Gats,
1923). Standardized testing programs began a substantial upward spiral after the 1950’s
and through the late 1960’s and even though the suggestions to teachers to use
standardized testing data was first made during this era, the research of what teachers
were actually doing with these results was sparse.
As the use of standardized testing continued to grow in the 1960’s, researchers
and testing authors continued to look at standardized test, but they also continued
strategizing on how best to use the results standardized tests produced. As they turned
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their attention to the testing results, they also focused attention on the teacher in the
classroom. Testing authors were aware of the educational implications of the data
provided by their testing instruments. Ruch and Terman (1926) maintained the following:
We are no longer content with tests so rough that they are useful only
for comparing one school or one city with another. We now demand
that a test shall give a dependable measure of the individual pupil, in
order that we may use his score for placing him in the grade where he
belongs. This is the most important function of standard tests of every
kind, a function which requires that the probable error of a score shall
be a relatively small fraction of the increment between successive grade
means. (p. 7).
Terman called for the test score to “be taken as the point of departure for further
study of the pupil” (Terman, 1923, p. 25). For instance, in the event that a student’s test
score did not match with what the teacher knew of the other attributes of the student, then
more study, and possibly additional standardized testing, and the collection of more data
were necessary. An increasing emphasis was placed on using test data, not just for record
collections of data (Mort & Gats, 1923), but for measuring student achievement. The
manuals for achievement tests advised administrators and teachers to use test results for
reasons such as placement into academic learning groups, counseling groups, career
education, and vocational plans (Wigdor & Garner, 1982). However, test data was
already being used during this decade for diagnosing students with individual learning
difficulties, for appraising, and for modifying instructional methods (Wigdor & Garner,
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1982) and these methods of using data, according to the research, were more substantial
and were of greater use to teachers’ practice than beforehand (Mort & Gats, 1923).
In addition, to the increase emphasis placed on using standardized test and the
recommendations for how standardized testing results should be used, there were still
concerns by educators about the effectiveness of these tests. According to Goslin (1967),
for decades, teachers only infrequently used the results of standardized tests and reported
virtually no influence of test content on teaching methods or course content. Supporters
of measurement-driven instruction or standardized tests (e.g., Phelps, 1996; Popham,
1987) argued that if tests measured important skills, like memory, a student’s ability to
read, write, and do arithmetic, and also, if tests had sufficiently high stakes, they would
serve as instructional magnets, thus dramatically improving the efficiency and
effectiveness of instruction. However, standardized tests were beginning to impact many
other professions; for instance, the U. S. Army used a large-scale group intelligence test
called the Army Alpha Test during the World War I era (Wigdor & Garner, 1982). They
used it in the selection of officers and for a variety of other classification purposes.
Additionally, psychologist, during the industrial revolution, helped business men, come
up with their own standardized test to screen potential employees, and they used the
results of the test to place Americans in appropriate jobs and to ensure that U. S.
companies receive the services of competent men and women (Cremin, 1964).
As the nation progressed through the early 1900’s, the pressure to improve public
education continued to increase. The National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) and the 1965 Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), were the first
two institutions to formally use tests for monitoring the performance of the nation’s
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students (Wigdor & Garner, 1982). The law gave greater decisions making power to
teachers, however with this new autonomy there was a greater responsibility placed on
teachers for increasing student achievement through the use of standardized test results
(Wigdor & Garner, 1982). However, the sentiment by Americans at the time was that
children were not learning as much as they could and that test scores were reflective of
the quality of the public school system (Goslin, 1967).
Therefore, in an effort to improve the quality of public schools during the 70’s
Minimum Competency Tests (MCT’s) became the definers of standards in almost all
curricular academic achievement. This accountability movement led states to prohibit
failing students from graduating or from being promoted to the next grade. This
movement also represented the first formal use of tests as tools to hold students and
teachers accountable for performance (Hamilton & Koretz, 2002). Minimum
Competency Testing movement was to serve as signals to students and teachers of what
should be taught and learned respectively; in essence, it marked the shift toward
measurement-driven instruction, or instruction that would be shaped by standardized tests
(Hamilton & Koretz, 2002).
Though it was paramount in improving the quality of education, the minimum
competency testing era also had significant negative influences on public school’s
instruction, for instance, it did not educate students to compete in a global economy.
MCT’s did not help those students it was intended to help, which was those at the lowest
end of the achievement distribution, additionally, teachers, in an effort to control their
failure rate, did not promote their weaker students and teachers who had students at the
higher end of the learning spectrum did not challenged them academically (Marion &
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Shinker, 1999). MCT’s movement marked a belief that instruction can and should be
shaped directly by tests (Marion & Shinker, 1999), last, though this movement marked a
belief that instruction can and should be shaped directly by tests, and that teachers will be
held accountable for the performance for students on these test. Research reveals that
teachers still were not using them, for instance, Stetz and Beck (1979) conducted a
national study of more than 3,000 teachers’ opinions about standardized tests. They noted
that 41% of the teachers surveyed reported making little use of test results. The study
revealed that these results were only supplemental to the wider variety of information that
teachers already possessed. The study also revealed the reasons offered for why
standardized tests are given but results not always used by teacher’s, for instance, there
was a perceived narrowing of the curriculum, resistance to management control,
accountability avoidance, and a limited understanding of score interpretation resulting
from inadequate pre-service training ( Gullickson, & Hopkins, 1987).
Thus, up until the 80’s there were many changes to improve the quality of public
education and the negative direction it was headed in; from the government passing
ESEA and commissioning the creation of a national test to monitor progress public
schools were making in the form of NAEP. The 70’s witnessed the MCT movement in
which students were required to have a minimal understanding of core subjects, but this
minimal understanding did little to impact the positive quality of education in American
schools. In 1983, the National Commission on education released the report A Nation at
Risk: The Imperative for Educational Reform. It “called for an end to the minimum
competency testing movement and the beginning of a high-stakes testing movement that
would raise the nation’s standards of achievement drastically” (Amrein & Berliner, p. 43,
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2002). As a result of this report, testing increased greatly in American Public Schools and
written in this report, were several recommendation, one of the recommendation stated
that standardized state tests be administered at “major transition points from one level of
schooling to another…”(Amrein & Berliner, p. 44, 2002).
During the 1980’s, approximately 30 major reform reports appeared which
consistently read that education in the public schools fell short of providing students with
“excellence in education” (Cross, p. 8, 1987). These reports also revealed that in
determining what children were learning in schools during this time, reformers used
assessments - school wide, statewide, and nationwide (Cross, 1987). “Issues of testing in
the 1980”s was social, economic and value laden. “They involve the allocation of
resources and prerogatives…” (Airasian, 1987, p. 409).
Thus, standardized tests suddenly became the bottom line, which critics used to
determine if our students were learning, although they had been used in American
Schools for almost seven decades prior to this reform movement (Madaus, 1985).
However, despite the sentiments of critics research supported the fact that data from
standardized achievement test was still only a secondary criterion in teacher judgment
(Airasian & Madaus, 1982).
The use of standardized test shifted in the 80’s from their use in the classroom to
their use in administrative decisions and policy development (Rudman, 1987), and thus,
the push in education from minimum competency to more rigorous standards and for
tests that are aligned with those standards would be the future how state achievement
tests would be in American schools of the future (Resnick & Resnick, 1992). The
standards movement reached new heights in 1994 when Congress passed three
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interlocking pieces of legislation, School to Work Opportunities Act, Goals 2000:
Educate America Act, and Improving America’s School Act. These three pieces of
legislation jointly promoted voluntarily national academic standards, and assessments,
with particular emphasis placed on mathematics and reading (Wills, 1994). Additionally
these three pieces of legislation were supposed to increase the pressure on schools across
the nation to improve but they lacked much force (Mapping America’s Educational
Progress, 2008).
However, with the birth of NCLB in 2001, not only did it impose a high degree of
pressure on public schools to improve, unlike School to Work Opportunities Act, Goals
2000: Educate America Act, and Improving America’s School Act, this particular law
required teachers to teach to the required standards, and standardized tests and the results
they produced became the indicator used to hold schools accountable for student
achievement (Downey, 2002). NCLB (2001) also required that public schools across the
nation adopt content standards in English, mathematics, and science however, it required
annual assessments in mathematics and reading, and it required that students reach
proficiency in these two subjects by 2014. The State of Georgia, taking its lead from this
federal mandate, passed the A-Plus Education Reform Act of 2000 (as amended in 2003)
and it required that all 3rd, 5th, and 8th grade students pass the Reading (English/Language
Arts) and mathematics portion of the Georgia Criterion Reference Competency Test
(GaCRCT), if not, they would be retained in their respective grades (Georgia Department
of Education, 2002).
Historically, as early as the 1800’s, educators and researchers believed that
standardized test results could be a resource for teachers to improve their practice and to
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gauge students’ progress (Haladyna, Haas, & Allison, 1998). Minimum Competency
Tests served as a step towards improving education but it was not until the report, A
Nation at Risk was published that the standards for improving American Schools would
increase drastically (Amrein & Berliner, 2002). Three pieces of legislation jointly
promoted the standards movement, School to Work Opportunities Act, Goals 2000:
Educate America Act, and Improving America’s School Act making educators more
accountable, however, with the passing of NCLB Act of 2001, schools, school systems,
and states, faced major sanctions for not meeting the mandates of this new law (Mapping
America’s Educational Progress, 2008). Heighten accountability through student
assessment brought about a division in the views concerning the importance and the role
standardized testing and the use of testing results, would play in public schools. In
essence, it created a divide of individuals who were “for” and “against” testing (Amrein
& Berliner, 2003).
Pro’s and Con’s of Testing
Opponents have found that there is very little evidence existing that shows that
the implementation of testing programs have demonstrated an increase in student
achievement or improvements in teaching (Allington, 2000; Amerin, 2002; Linn, 2000;
Paris & Urdan, 2000). Most standardized tests were not designed to measure the results
of teaching or curricular achievement (Popham, 1999). Opposing educators of testing
believed that standardized tests most important contribution was to provide an additional
source of evidence about pupils to corroborate the teacher’s judgment, to suggest
unnoticed problems, and to provide pertinent information about student learning
however, the opposition claims, there are suggestions and needs for more one-to-one, in-
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depth diagnosis for these claims to be true (Gardner, 1987). A review of past practices,
concerning data utilization, suggests that, teachers’ use of standardized test results were
minimal in making instructional decisions (Fennessy, 1982; Green & Williams, 1989;
Lazar-Morison, Polin, Moy, & Burry, 1980; Ruddell, 1985).
Studies Support the Opposition
Stecher and Hamilton (2006) revealed that 80% of educators in Georgia found
that results from local assessments to be more useful for decision making than state test
results. Additionally, they found that teachers in Georgia believe that these test were
more helpful in identifying and correcting gaps in their teaching than state tests were.
Furthermore, other studies revealed that standardized tests and the results they produce
gave a narrow reflection of the total school program (Hoyt, English, & Sheffy, 1985).
However, the public, during this time, continued to make comparisons, on how well a
school or schools were doing based on standardized tests and the results they produce
even though the scores were a narrow reflection of the school, but educators warned the
public against using the results of tests to judge schools and teachers (Gabler, 1987).
Teachers realized however, that because tests were going to remain tools for public
decision-making and policy formation, the choice for educators was either to use the tests
or to be used by them (Madaus, 1985). Barnes, Moriarity, and Murphy, (1985) concurred
with the proponents of testing, in that, they contended that test results should certainly be
part of the needs assessment, educational planning, and even budget decisions when
priorities are determined and goals are set in response to all learning deficiencies within
the student population. But in a slight nod to opponents of testing they believed there was
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still difficulty using standardized tests and the results they produce properly inside of
schools.
One of the reasons challenges existed for using state test and the resulting data,
the opposition contended, was because the procedures for scoring and managing tests and
reporting their results did not squarely address the information needs of teachers and
administrators (Schalock, Fielding, Schalock, Erickson, & Scott, 1985). In a study
conducted by National Educational Association (1979), they stressed several of the same
criticisms about testing that exist today, which were that they are often biased against
those who are economically disadvantaged or who are culturally and linguistically
different, are often used for tracking and are often invalid, unreliable, and restricted to the
measurement of cognitive skills. Additionally, other criticisms regarding tests were the
concerns that test were used by book publishers and testing companies to promote their
financial interests rather than to improve measurement and instruction, also test were
often used as a basis for the allocation of federal, state, or local funds and finally that they
were often used by the media as a basis for detractive public comparisons of students and
schools (Reynolds & Kamphaus, 2003). Despite these many criticisms of standardized
tests, they remained a part of the public school culture, and states across the nation
continued to adjust the administration and format of standardized tests to make them
more easy to use.
Proponents of testing believed that students and teachers need high-stakes tests to
know what is important to learn and to teach respectively (Amrein & Berliner, 2002).
They also asserted that standardized testing and the theory of action implied by these
accountability pressures of high-stakes testing will increase student achievement
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(Nichols, Glass, & Berliner, 2005). In what proponents of testing consider to be a move
to better support the use of standardized testing data, The U. S. Department of Education
has changed accountability and testing policies and has provided educators with access to
an abundance of student-level data. They are calling upon schools to use this assessment
data to respond to students’ academic strengths and needs (American Recovery and
Reinvestment Act of 2009; U. S. Department of Education, 2009).
Proponents of testing also believed that with the ability to access this amount of
data and the means to harness the information it can provide, educators could make
instructional changes that are aimed at improving student achievement. Furthermore,
proponents of testing also believed that by prioritizing instructional time, targeting
additional individual instruction for students who are struggling, and by more easily
identifying individual students’ strengths and using instructional interventions that can
help students continue to progress, testing would have an impact on teachers practice that
was paramount (Brunner et al., 2005; Forman, 2007; Halverson, Prichett, & Watson,
2007; Kerr et al., 2006; Marsh, Pane, & Hamilton, 2006; Suppovitz & Klein, 2003;
Wayman & Stringfield, 2006).
Thus far proponents of testing believe that it was important because it assisted in
determining what to teach and learn and they felt that testing would increase student
achievement. Additionally, in an effort to respond to students’ academic strengths and
needs, proponents of testing also believed that educators could gauge the instructional
effectiveness of classroom lessons, refine instructional methods and last, proponents of
testing believed, that by examined school-wide data teachers could consider whether and
how to adapt the curriculum based on information about student’s strengths and
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weaknesses (Halverson, Prichett, & Watson, 2007). State testing results can also be
useful for understanding broad areas of relative strengths and weaknesses among students
and identifying students, or groups of students, who may need particular academic
support (Halverson et al., 2007; Lachat & Smith, 2005; Wayman & Stringfield, 2006).
Proponents and test makers alike advised that by comparing students, classroom, or
building scores with local and national norms, teachers can identify individual or group
strengths and weaknesses for the purpose of adjusting the curriculum (Hoover, et al.,
2003). Proponents also believed that standardized tests and the resulting data could also
be used for a variety of action decisions around instruction, curriculum, and professional
development (Marsh, Pane, & Hamilton, 2006).
Many studies support the views of those who believe in testing, in that, the
research from these studies identifies planned and extensive use of standardized testing
results as a common characteristic among schools that are high performing (Council of
Great City Schools, 2002; Snipes, Doolittle, & Herlihy, 2002; Viadero, 2004). For this
reason, educational pundits have advocated that attaching stakes to test is necessary to
hold schools accountable, reward high performing schools, and identify failing schools so
they may be targeted for extra help (Wright, 2002).
Politicians believe that tests are useful instruments and can be considered agents
of reform because: (a) they are relatively inexpensive, compared to other changes, like
reducing class size, and hiring teacher aides; (b) they can be externally mandated, which
is easier than trying to change what is going on in each individual classroom; (c) they can
be rapidly implemented (while the elected officials are still in office); and (d) test results
are visible because they can be reported to the press (Linn, 2000; Smith & Fey, 2000).
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Strong public support for the use of standardized tests existed, for example, in 2000, a
survey of more than 1,000 parents of school-age children commissioned by the
Association of American Publishers (AAP) discovered that a majority of American
parents support standardized testing; the study also found that 83% of parents surveyed
indicated standardized tests provide very important information and that 90% of parents
surveyed wanted comparative data about their children and the schools they attended.
Additionally, 74% of parents surveyed said they get information about their children’s
progress from test scores (Driesler, 2001).
In his article, More Unintended Consequences of High-stakes Testing, Cizek
(2001) argued that 10 good “unanticipated consequences” have come out of the emphasis
on testing:
•

Professional development: Professional development is focused on what
works and is aimed at helping teachers improve their teaching skills
content-area expertise.

•

Accommodation: Students with special needs are receiving more attention
in their classrooms. By law high standards apply to all students, and
because scores are reported by subgroups, teachers are more sensitive to
the needs and barriers faced by these students.

•

Knowledge about testing: provoked teachers to learn more about testing
than in previous years.
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•

Collection and use of information: More information about student
performance is available and is being used to help educators improve
programs and channel available funds.

•

Educational options: More educational options are available for students
(for example, charter and magnet schools, and more honors, International
Baccalaureate, and Advanced Placement courses).

•

Accountability systems: High-stakes tests have produced accountability
systems for districts, schools, principals, teachers, and students.

Additionally, opponents of high-stakes tests believe that these tests are not useful
because of the large amount of time that passes between the administration of these
annual assessments and the beginning of the school year, thus they believe that students’
knowledge and skills may have changed during the intervals of the testing times
(Hamilton, 2003). Additionally, opponents believe that an overreliance on a single data
source, such as a high stakes accountability test, can lead to the over alignment of
instructional practices with that test, resulting in false gains that are not reflected on other
assessments of the same content (Hamilton, 2003). Clarke et al. (2003) reported that
attaching high stakes to the testing program can adversely affect the instructional
program, have a negative impact on at-risk students, and at the same time, not show
improvements in teaching and learning.
Although teachers are encouraged to use testing data to modify instruction,
opponents counter that the pressure to show success on standardized tests is not allowing
teachers to teach in-depth. They argue that these tests narrow the curriculum and force
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teaching to the test (Nichols & Berliner, 2005). Amrein (2002) found that in many
schools, tests were driving the instruction. In that students’ exposure to high quality,
rigorous curriculum was being diminished, and an excessive amount of time was being
spent on activities that focus on different aspects of tests, which in essence, drove what
was being taught (Stecher & Chun, 2001; Pedulla et al., 2003; Jones et al., 1999).
Additionally, Amrein (2002) also revealed, in his study, disconnect in what teachers were
doing in the class and the professionally development they were being provided in their
school district. The curriculum was directed to subject and content areas being tested and
that staff development was geared to test score improvement. Last, high-stake tests also
tend to provide results only offering a snapshot of student performance and most school
districts do not link student achievement to teacher practices in such a way that educators
can help determine what is working (Hess, 2009).
As testing gained prominence in the American Public Educational System it, also
gathered its share of supporters and distracters. Supporters of testing believed that the
results it produced would make a difference in improving the learning of all children
because it gave teachers evidence of learning that was of substance (Kerr et al., 2006).
However, the opposition countered that these same testing results did not squarely
address the information needs of teachers (Pedulla et al., 2003). Additionally, the
opposition also believed that because teachers were becoming over reliant on these tests,
it allowed for testing to dictate instruction (Pedulla et al., 2003).
Barriers
In the current era of evidence-based instructional practices, the use of data is an
important tool in student improvement. It can shed light on existing areas of strength,
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weakness, and it also can guide improvement strategies systematically and strategically
(Dembosky, Pane, Barney, & Christina, 2005). Research has revealed that many school
districts are starting to look at how to use data, but this new emphasis on data necessitates
knowledge and a skill set not taught regularly to most teachers (Englert et al., 2005).
This lack of knowledge and training have presented barriers in teachers efforts to use
standardized testing results, for instance, several studies revealed that teachers, even after
having a complete year of training, still lacked the ability to interpret standardized testing
results, and they had an inability to effectively develop and use classroom assessments
(Herman & Gribbons, 2001; Kerr et al., 2006; Marsh et al, 2005; Mason 2002). In
contrast, other studies revealed, that teachers, who were given adequate and consistent
training, increased their use of data, and as a result, test scores, and student learning
improved (Feldman & Tung, 2001; Schmoker & Wilson, 1995).
These contrasting views concerning standardized tests and the results they
produce only added to the problems of research on teachers’ utilization of state
achievement data, which in essence, added to the already existing barriers concerning
data use. Additionally, there were other concerns that limited data use, for instance,
studies revealed that teachers often devalued standardized test data because they had
developed their own personal assessments for determining what children have learned
which had little to do with tests other than those they created themselves (Ingram et al.,
2004). Teachers noted that often they get data too late to use it to impact their instruction,
or they did not receive data at all from their state accountability system. The research
disclosed that if teachers felt as though they were not going to get the testing results back
in enough time to prepare for proper instructional planning, then future use of these
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standardized tests were less likely (Kerr et al., 2006); this coupled with a lack of
resources (time, training, or personnel) to support data use encumbered educators ability
to use state test effectively (Englert et al., 2005). Supovitz and Klein (2003) study
supported the belief that there were educators who could not use data effectively. For
instance, there study revealed that only 19% of the 68 administrators in the schools they
surveyed believed that they had the skills to manipulate data to answer the questions in
which they were interested.
In addition to teachers’ inability to interpret data results, their lack of knowledge
and skill to use data, and their lack of understanding of how to use data results in their
day-to-day planning, teachers’ belief in standardized tests validity posed another barrier
to data use. Several empirical studies have offered strong evidence demonstrating that
teachers did not believe in the validity and reliability of standardized assessments
(Feldman & Tung, 2001; Herman & Gribbons, 2001; Ingram et al., 2004), in that,
teachers questioned if the test were actually a reflection of what the students learned. This
uncertainty concerning validity and reliability affected some teachers’ buy-in or support
of data (Feldman & Tung, 2001; Herman & Gribbons, 2001; Ingram et al., 2004)
however, Choppins (2002) study, counters this claim and reveals that regardless of the
perceived lack of quality, teachers used the data because of the high stakes attached to
state tests.
Other studies revealed additional barriers that prevented teachers from using data
effectively, for instance, Kerr et al. (2006) study revealed that teachers opted to follow
the curriculum instead of the data, because they believe that they were unprepared to use
the data. In addition to being unprepared to use data, teachers also often lack the
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minimum understanding to create questions, select indicators, interpret results, and
develop solutions when analyzing state testing data (Choppin, 2002; Feldman & Tung
2001; Mason, 2002; Petride & Nodine, 2005).
Principals’ Role in Data Use
Understanding how teachers use standardized testing results is imperative in
school leaders’ ability to ensure increased learning in all children (Halverson, Prichett, &
Watson, 2007). School principals play a crucial role in getting teachers to use data.
Supovitz and Klein (2003) revealed in their study, “Virtually every example of
innovative data use in this study came from the initiative and enterprise of an individual
who had the vision and persistence to turn a powerful idea into action” (p. 36). These
individuals, according to Supovitz and Klein, are the school principals. In their attempt
to enhance the use of standardized test results by teachers, principals can offer
professional development that helps teachers learn how to evaluate data and use it
effectively. The professional development should focus on how users will apply the data
to their daily work and instructional planning (Wayman & Cho, 2008). Moreover,
principals must also establish a strong culture and vision, in their attempt to increase data
use by teachers and in their effort to ensure that data-based decision are being made
appropriately (Datnow, Park, & Wohlstetter, 2007). A strong culture of data use,
conveyed through a clear school-wide vision, by the school leader, is critical to ensure
that data-based decisions are made routinely, consistently, and effectively (Datnow et al.,
2007). Research studies have revealed that school leaders, who can demonstrate how to
use data and are committed to using data, thus create a solid vision for data use in their
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schools. A clear plan for school wide data use is essential to developing such a culture
(Detert et al., 2000; Mason 2002; Lachat and Smith, 2005; Mieles and Foley, 2005).
In addition to a clear foresight and creating a positive culture for data use,
principals can also establish data teams, in their effort, to create shared leadership that
will clarify and guide the school’s vision for the most effective use of data (Halverson &
Thomas, 2007). Shared leadership roles are important to principals in their effort to
increase data usage by teachers. By establishing shared leadership structures and
nurturing lead teachers, principals can strengthen the voice of teachers in school
decisions and in assuming responsibility for results (Duke, 2007). Furthermore, these
individuals, can also encourage staff to use data systematically (Wayman, Cho, &
Johnston, 2007). Similarly, in addition to shared leadership structures, school leaders can
establish data teams. Several studies revealed that the establishment of a data team
responsible for collecting and analyzing data contributes an essential element in the
effectiveness of data use in schools (Bernhardt, 1998c; Noyce, Perda, & Traver, 2000;
Parsons, 2003). These teams would be responsible for analyzing test data and based on
this analysis would create improvement plans for the school (Wayman, Midgley, &
Stringfield, 2005). Additionally, in a longitudinal study conducted by Chrispeels et al.
(2002), it was revealed how working together over time as a team, using test data, built
camaraderie and created empowerment among the members of the team. This study also
showed that as the data team learned more about standardized test results and as they
increased their use of these test results, data informed important decision about their self
efficacy.
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In addition to establishing data teams, the principal can also provide data
facilitators. They may be full-time teachers or an individual who provides coaching to
other staff members. According to Chrismer et al., (2006) and Wayman et al. (2007),
data facilitators can also model how to transform daily classroom practices based on datadriven diagnoses of student learning issues. They can also assist staff with data
interpretation by preparing data reports and related materials, and data facilitators can
train and support staff on using data to improve instructional practices and student
achievement. This idea is important as some believe that educators are not trained to
evaluate data or translate state testing results into on-the ground practices that can
improve student achievement (Dynarski, 2008).
Influence on data use also includes allowing time for teachers to immerse
themselves in daily inquiry into their classroom practice (Armstrong & Anthes, 2001).
Studies have revealed that teachers complain that they were challenged by a lack of time
for data analysis (Feldman & Tung, 2001; Ingram, Louis, & Schroeder, 2004); therefore,
by principals allowing time for teachers to be fully engaged and immersed in data results
improves their enthusiasm for using standardized test data, as this procedure has been
found to provide useful information for teachers’ classroom practice (Symonds, 2003).
Principals also play a significant role in allowing time for teachers to have dialogue about
how best to use data, a principal’s ability to communicate goals and have teachers
commit to those goals has proven to be very effective in influencing teachers use of data
(Latham & Locke, 2006). A part of visionary leadership is articulating goals and winning
commitment to such purposes like having teachers use data exhaustively in improving
student learning (Hallinger & Heck, 2002). A study conducted by Georgia’s Leadership
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Instruction for School Improvement (GLISI, 2008) revealed that operant administrators
used a data-driven approach to leadership based on collecting and synthesizing multiple
sources of data. This approach guided decisions as it pertained to allocations of resources
for instruction and curriculum and was deemed most appropriate to improving not only
instruction and student achievement but also help with assisting teachers from operating
in isolation, particularly, when making decisions with standardized testing data.
In addition to allowing time for teachers to analyze and have dialogue about data,
and principals’ ability to be visionary leaders, school administrators can also make
themselves visible, in an effort, to increase teachers’ use of data. Chrisman (2005)
determined that schools sustain success, and influence teachers’ data use, by principals
making themselves available during school. This includes the principal’s frequent
attendance at grade level and departmental meetings. Additional research, by Johnson
and Asera (1999), supports that in an effort to be visible and provide further assistance to
influence the use of data by teachers, principals can also conduct classroom observations.
During this observation of teachers principals can also analyze student work to determine
the adjustments needed in instruction, thus they can provide professional development on
specific skills to improve teaching and on how to use data in their daily practice.
Principals play a significant role in teachers’ beliefs about standardized test and
the use of testing results. In an effort to increase teachers’ use of data, principals must
have a clear vision as it pertains to how data will be used in schools. Also, school leaders
must provide professional development and shared leadership roles, and in training
teachers to utilize data principals must ensure that the methods (for training teachers)
make meaningful use of data.
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Methods That Make Meaningful Use of Data
Teachers should adopt a systematic process for using data to improve their ability
to meet students’ learning needs. One method teachers can use to do this is by making
data part of an ongoing cycle. This cyclical process includes collecting and preparing data
about student learning from a variety of relevant sources, the main source being state
criterion annual assessment data (Halverson, Prichett, & Watson, 2007; Herman and
Gribbons, 2001; Huffman and Kalnin, 2003, Fiarman, 2007). After preparing data for
examination, the next step in the cyclical process of using standardized testing results
requires teachers, to interpret the data and develop hypotheses about factors contributing
to students’ need, and then they are required to test these hypotheses, by implementing
changes to their instructional practice. Finally, teachers are required to restart the cycle
by collecting and interpreting new student performance data to evaluate their own
instructional changes (Halverson et al., 2007; Abbott, 2008; Liddle, 2000).
The Center for Prevention Research and Development created the Data-Based
Decision-Making Model (DBDM) as a means for training teachers to use state testing
results. This model contains five steps for using data to make school decisions. The first
step is to review the school improvement plan to identify the most salient issues the
school wants to improve. Next, is to determine how the data will be examined either, by
teams, by departments, or school-wide. The final steps are in a cyclical three-part
process: Identify the relevant data, examine and discuss the data, set goals, and evaluate
your progress (Flowers & Carpernter, 2009).
Another method used to train teachers on how to use standardized testing data is
The Data Wise Improvement Process (DWIP). It requires teachers to not only use
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standardized testing results but also to use student work completed in the classroom and
to make instructional decisions about their practice. DWIP is a collaborative approach to
school wide instructional improvement that gives teachers a safety net for taking risks
and improving their craft. After using this method as a means of determining what to do
with standardized testing results, solutions about student achievement are easily made
(Boudett et al., 2005). In addition to the DWIP, the Coaching and Facilitation Method
(CFM) was introduce to educators, after teachers failed to make connections with the
results of data from standardized test and what they knew about instruction (Blachowicz
et al., 2007). The CFM model demonstrates how to connect one known body of
information with another. Teachers trained in this model learn how to connect assessment
results with instructional decisions. This particular method of training teachers to use
standardized testing data derives from the thinking that instructional improvement
requires more than just presenting the data and expecting it to automatically transform
teachers thinking (Blachowicz et al., 2007). This model requires that teachers have time
to think about their practice and the results produced from assessing their students using
state tests. The results of the study revealed that CFM can help teachers use state testing
data to inform instructional decisions (Blachowicz et al., 2007).
The Collaborative Method (CM) of using data requires teachers to make decisions
about data as a team. Huffman and Kalnin (2003), in support of CM, studied eight district
teams engaged in a yearlong data-based inquiry process using this particular method and
found that team members reported growth in their systems’ curricular coherence and their
own professional knowledge. Collaborative data analysis can also highlight achievement
patterns across grade levels, departments, or schools (Cromey & Hanson, 2000), and can
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engender the kind of consistency of instructional practices and expectations that often
characterizes high-performing schools (Bigger, 2006; Herman & Gribbons, 2001).
Wayman et al. (2006) study revealed, as it pertains to using the CM model that data use
was most effective when teachers could work together to formalize expectations, review
evidence of student learning, and participate in instructional decision making. Research
also disclosed that the establishment of collaborative data teams within a school to
analyze state testing results is an effective means of using data to drive decision making
(Wayman et al., 2005; Chrispeels et al. 2002).
The CFM and the CM models of training teachers to collect, analyze, synthesize,
and make meaningful use of data have proven to be very effective in helping teachers to
improve their practice (Blachowicz et al., 2007; Huffman & Kalnin, 2003). Similarly,
there are other models used to train teachers on to how to effectively use standardized
testing results to improve their practice, for instance, the Data Driven Decision Making
(DDDM) has been used in several school districts. Supporters of DDDM practices
believe that effective data use enables school districts and their teachers to learn more
about their schools, pinpoint successes and challenges, identify areas of improvement,
and help evaluate the effectiveness of programs and practices (Mason, 2002). The
foundation of the DDDM model comes from successful practices from industry and
manufacturing, such as Total Quality Management, organizational learning, and
continuous improvement (Deming, 1986; Juran, 1988; Senge, 1990). DDDM requires
teachers and the school leadership team to use standardized testing data in school
improvement planning, site-based decision-making processes, and school-system
strategic planning (Massell, 2001; Schmoker, 2004). Though it is a version of the
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collaborative model, DDDM requires teachers to work in teams using essential questions
that evolve from group discussions concerning teaching practices in the classroom. Also,
in order to carry out DDDM it is essential that teachers have adequate skills training in
analyzing and using data (Mathews, 2002). According to Datnow, Park, and Wohlstetter
(2007), implementing DDDM in a school consists of four key strategies. First, In terms of
building a foundation for data-driven decision making, the actions include specific and
measurable student achievement goals at the system, school, and classroom levels. The
goals must be explicit as this will assist in providing focus for DDDM.
Kerr et al. (2006) conducted a study examining strategies in three districts to
promote instructional improvement through DDDM. The study was done to determine
what constrained or enabled a district’s ability to promote data use for instructional
decision making. They completed 72 school visits and interviewed 73 principals, 30
assistant principals, and 50 instructional specialists. Two-thirds of the principals surveyed
indicated the district’s frequent assessments were a good measure of student progress.
81% found data moderately to very useful for making instructionally related decisions.
Teacher responses were mixed. Additionally, 60% of teachers reported that the data they
(teacher) collected proved to be more useful information for planning than the district’s
assessments because teacher made assessments were more accurate and gave more timely
information. Though a few studies reveal some evidence of increase learning by students
from teachers using DDDM (Feldman & Tung, 2001; Schmoker & Wilson, 1995), there
is still limited evidence that DDDM can increase student achievement and most studies
on DDDM are primarily descriptive and do not address the effects of DDDM on student
outcomes (Feldman & Tung, 2001; Schmoker & Wilson, 1995).
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Conclusion
Historically, the push to use standardized test and the results they produce to
gauge students learning has been on a steady incline in American Schools since the early
1800’s. The Thordike Handwriting Scale was the first popular standardized achievement
test used in public schools, and with its success, many standardized test soon followed.
During 50’s and 60’s, testing began to increase significantly, and more importance was
placed on using the test data, for such things as learning and vocational educational
groups. However, nothing has had more impact on the United States Educational System
than A Nation at Risk and the re-authorization of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA), known as No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, (NCLB). There
impact on bringing notoriety and garnering the American Public attention on the state of
public education in the United States has been paramount. NCLB requires schools
districts and their schools to use data to measure progress toward standards; furthermore,
it requires that educators be held accountable for improving student achievement.
A review of the literature revealed that there are many who are for and against
testing. Opponents contended that standardized tests were not designed to measure the
results of teaching nor curricular achievement. Conversely, proponents contended that not
only can test measure teaching but assessment data can be useful for understanding what
a student is learning and not learning. Using data to improve student learning has been
problematic for teachers but school principals can reduce the number of barriers to using
data by providing professional development that assist teachers with using data
effectively and by providing data teams. Data teams can provide remediation and followup training how to use the results of state standardized criterion reference tests, which in
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essence helps in improving teachers self efficacy and belief in their own ability to use
data effectively to affect instruction.
The principal plays a critical role in improving data use by teachers, and by
removing barriers the encumber teachers ability to use data, schools and school districts
are better able to implement a culture of data use. The review of literature also presented
several methods teachers can use to help them collect, analyze, synthesize, and make
meaningful use of data. These methods also assist teachers in fulfilling the expectations
of NCLB, by allowing them to emphasize the application of the standards of the
curriculum, and not allow the curriculum to be overly driven by state standardized
criterion tests. For instance DDDM requires teachers to be collaborative in discovering
concerns about teaching practices in the classroom. The research also revealed that data
was most effective when teachers could work together to formalize expectations, review
evidence of student learning, and participate in instructional decision making.
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Chapter III
METHODOLOGY
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to determine middle school teachers’
perceptions of standardized criterion testing data. Research has shown that teachers have
greatest influence and effect on students’ achievement (Darling-Hammond, 2000; Muijs
& Reynolds, 2001; Nye et al., 2004; Robinson & Timperley, 2000). Additionally,
research supports the assumption that teacher characteristics and behavior account for
more variance in student achievement than any other scholastic input. Considering that
teachers have such a profound impact on student achievement, it is imperative that school
leaders have knowledge of how teachers use standardized testing data (Sanders, 1999).
This chapter presents research questions, research design, procedures for data collection,
data analysis, and data representation.
Research Questions
By conducting this study, the researcher addressed the following
overarching research question: What are the perceptions of middle school teachers
regarding the use of standardized criterion referenced testing data?
The following sub-questions will be used to answer the overarching questions:
Sub-question 1: To what extent do middle-school English/Language Arts and
mathematics teachers’ believe that standardized test data is useful as compared to other
content area teachers?
Sub-question 2: To what extent do middle-school English/Language Arts and
mathematics teachers’ use standardized test data as compared to other content teachers?
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Sub-question 3: To what extent do existing leadership practices help middle
school teachers use standardized test data in instructional planning?

Research Design
The study was designed as a quantitative study as the researcher surveyed
242 teachers in Georgia to determine their perception concerning standardized testing
data. A researcher developed instrument was distributed as a hand copy questionnaire.
Research Question 1 was analyzed using independent sample t-test to determine if
statistically significant differences existed between the means of English/Language Arts
and Mathematics teachers when compared to other content teachers in their “belief” in
standardized testing data. Research Question 2 was analyzed using independent sample ttest to determine if statistically significant differences existed between the means of
Ela/Language Arts and Mathematics teachers when compared to other content teachers in
their “use” of standardized testing data. The researcher chose descriptive statistics to
answer Research Question 3.
Survey research is non-experimental, which means that phenomena will be
studied as it exists. The purpose of survey research is to generalize from a sample of
participants to a population so that inferences can be made in regard to the perceptions,
attitudes, or behaviors of the population (Strahan, et al., 2003). For the quantitative
method, this non-experimental, descriptive research (Campbell & Stanley, 1963), and
independent-samples t-tests were used to analyze 40 items on the questionnaire entitled,
Teachers’ Perception Survey (Appendix A)
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Population
The population of the study will be teachers in Brewton County, Georgia, which
is an urban county in upper middle Georgia. There are more than 1,800 teachers in the
school district, and the district is representative of the state in terms of personnel
demographics as indicated below.
Sample and Participants
The researcher administered a surveyed to 242 teachers at the four middle schools
in Brewton County during faculty meetings, on different days as a means of collecting
the data. The researcher selected the sample by attending each individual middle school’s
faculty meeting, and based on teachers’ willingness to participate in the study, they were
given a survey to complete. Elective teachers were included in the survey because they
serve as support teachers for each of the four core subjects, assisting in the direct and
indirect instruction of students. These elective teachers also served as individual tutors in
the schools as well. Teachers in Brewton County, in terms of age, experience, ethnicity
percentages, and certification levels, are reflective of the larger population of teachers in
the state as determined by Georgia Professional Standards Commission (GPSC), 2008.
The GPSC (2008) found that the average number of teachers in Georgia to be 42.3 years
of age, 24.6% of the teachers in Georgia, being the largest percentage, have 0 – 4 years of
experience. White teachers make up 74.8% of the approximate 140,000 in the state, while
Black and Hispanic make up 23.9% and 1.3% respectively. Additionally, 59% of the
teaching workforce have at least a master’s degree or higher, while 40.5% have only a
bachelor degree or lower.
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In comparison, the average number of teachers in Brewton County 41.6 years of
age, 27. 3% of teachers in Brewton County, being the largest percentage, have 0 – 4 years
of experience. White teachers make up 71.1% of the approximate 1,600, in the county,
while Black and Hispanic make up 28.2 % and 0.07% respectively. Additionally, 51.2%
of the teaching workforce have at least a master degree or higher, while 48.8% have only
a bachelor degree or lower (Hayden, 2008).
Research Instrumentation
The survey instrument was developed by the researcher, with items developed in
cooperation with university professors, teachers, and administrators. The Teacher
Perception Survey had 40 rated items and three demographic items, identifying grade
taught, years of teaching experience, and content area taught. Additionally, the response
time to complete the survey ranged from 8 - 12 minutes to complete. Participants were
not identified when the results were compiled. A Likert scale (4-point) format of rating
participants’ perceptions has been known be better than other types of attitudinal rating
scales (Gall, Gall, & Borg, 2007; Sprinthall, 2003). For this reason, a 4-point Likert scale
was used in this study. Participants were asked to select the response that BEST or
MOST accurately reflected their beliefs and perceptions. A statement rated as (4) would
have indicated that the participant “strongly agree” with statement and a rating of (1)
indicates that the participant “strongly disagree” with the statement.
The TPS instrument measured three dimensions of the perceptions middle school
teachers had concerning standardized testing data. The overall scale for the TPS
instrument had a Cronbach’s Alpha of .930. Next, the researcher considered three
dimensions or subscales, which measured teachers’ “belief” and “use” of standardized
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testing data. The final dimension or subscale of the instrument measured leadership
practices impact on teachers’ ability to use data. The first dimension or subscale of the
instrument measured if English/ Language and Mathematics teachers’, compared to other
content teachers, believed that data was more useful, the Cronbach’s Alpha for this
subscale was .705. The second dimension or subscale of the instrument compared
whether or not English/ Language and Mathematics teachers’ used standardized testing
data more than other content area teachers, the Cronbach’s Alpha for this subscale was
.882. Finally, the third dimension or subscale of the instrument measured if existing
leadership practices help middle school teachers use standardized test data in
instructional planning, the Cronbach’s Alpha was .838. See table 1.
Table 1
Teachers’ Perceptions Reliability Coefficients

Subscales

Items

Teachers’ Belief in Data

9, 10, 11, 22, 24, 27, 34, 40

Teachers’ Use of Data

2, 5, 7, 8, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17,
18, 23, 29, 32, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39

Leadership Practices

Reliabilities

.930

.705

1, 3, 4, 6, 16, 20, 21, 25, 26, 27,
28, 30, 31

.882
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The content of the items was taken from findings from recent studies of a similar
nature and repeated in the literature. Surveys completed and returned yielded a return
rate of 81%.
Pilot Study
The Teachers’ Perception Survey (TPS) was piloted to 10 volunteer participants
not part of the main study. The pilot study participants were Board level middle schools
support staff. The reviewers were asked to check the questionnaire for consistency,
clarity, and content validity. The reviewers completed the questionnaires and informed
the researcher about administering time and recommended changes to improve the
instrument. The researcher refined the questionnaire based on the recommended changes
suggested by the reviewers. Cronbach’s Alpha was conducted on the TPS questionnaire
and all the factors were determined to be statistically significant .921, which is
considered valid for determining the internal consistency of a survey. A second pilot was
determined unnecessary by the panel of experts. In addition, the survey method is chosen
to provide participants with time to answer the research questions legitimately and to
obtain maximum participation rate.
Procedures
The researcher adhered to the following procedures:
•

During the spring of 2010, the researcher requested and received approval
from Georgia Southern University, Institutional Review Board (IRB) to
conduct this study.

•

After IRB approval, the researcher mailed the assistant superintendent an
informed consent letter.
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•

Upon approval from the assistant superintendent the researcher mailed
each principal of the middle schools an informed consent letter to conduct
the study.

•

On the day of administering the survey, the consent letter was read to the
participants and their consent was obtained on a sign-in form created by
the researcher as they receive the survey to be completed.

•

Data for the study was collected by the researcher attending the faculty
meeting of each of the four individual middle schools. Before
administering the survey, the researcher explained purpose of the study as
well as the research questions to the participants. The researcher also
reassured the participants that confidentiality would be maintained and
that they need not put their name or the name of their school on the
survey. The participants were told the survey packets contained a formal
consent form, survey, and a response card. Teachers were directed to seal
their survey and response card in the envelope provided before returning it
to the principle investigator.

Data Analysis
Analysis results were reported in the order of three research sub-questions:
Sub-question 1: To what extent do middle-school English/Language Arts and
mathematics teachers’ believe that standardized test data is useful as compared to other
content area teachers?
Sub-question 2: To what extent do middle-school English/Language Arts and
mathematics teachers’ use standardized test data as compared to other content teachers?
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Sub-question 3: To what extent do existing leadership practices help middle
school teachers use standardized test data in instructional planning?
Hypothesis
The statistical analysis of independent-samples t-tests was used to analyze
research question 1 and research question 2 because the researcher wanted to know if a
statistically significant difference existed between English/Language Arts and
mathematics teachers and other content area teachers in terms of their “belief” and their
“use” of standardized testing data. To answer that question, the researcher chose
independent-samples t tests to determine differences between the means of
English/Language Arts and mathematics teachers and other content area teachers. This
study had two hypotheses that analyzed if a statistically significant difference existed
between English/Language Arts and mathematics teachers and other content area
teachers.
Ho 1: there is no statistical significance that supports that English/Language Arts
and mathematics teachers’, in comparison to other content teachers, belief that
standardized test data is more useful.
Summary: On average, English/Language Arts and mathematics teachers’
reported slightly higher scores on the teacher belief subscale (M = 20.84, SE = 0.39),
compared to teachers of other subjects (M = 20.68, SE = 0.35), therefore the hypothesis is
not supported.
Ho 2: there is no statistical significance that support that English/Language Arts
and mathematics teachers’ “use” standardized test data more compared to teachers of
other subjects.
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Summary: On average, English/Language Arts and mathematics teachers’
reported slightly higher scores on the teacher use subscale (M = 48.43, SE = 0.81),
compared to teachers of other subjects (M = 47.14, SE = 0.84), therefore the hypothesis is
not supported.
The results were reported as tables and charts. Comparison of the data
summarized showing correlations, in the form of percentages and statistical significance.
The researcher got the total sample means (M) and standard deviations (SD) for all items
and did a descriptive table (M and SD) per item by each of the sub-groups. To answer
sub-question 1, the researcher created a hypothesis and clustered survey items 9, 10, 11,
19, 22, 24, 27, 34, and 40. To answer sub-question 2, the researcher created a hypothesis
and clustered survey items 2, 5, 7, 8, 12, 13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 23, 29, 32, 35, 36, 37, 38, and
39. The remaining cluster of questions 1, 3, 4, 6, 16, 20, 21, 25, 26, 27, 28, 30, and 31
will be used to answer sub-question three using descriptive statistics. The researcher will
use p < .05, as the criterion for statistical significance.
This will help reduce Type I error (saying there is a difference, when there is not).
During data analysis descriptive statistics were used to manage the data and organize the
data into useable information, and it will be used to describe the basic data exactly as
presented. The factors involving what English/Language Arts and mathematics middle
school teachers do with standardized state criterion testing data as compared with those
that teach other subjects will be analyzed using the Statistical Software Package for
Social Science program, SPSS as outlined above.
Ethical Protection of Human Subjects
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Participants had the right to refuse participation or to withdraw at any time with
no penalty. Additionally, participants also had the right to inspect, upon request, any
instrument or materials related to the research study within a reasonable period of time
after the request is received. Only the researcher had access to the information collected
in this project, which will be kept in locked storage at the residence of the investigator for
a period of three years following the completion of the research.
Participants’ names did not appear in any reports of this research. The names of
schools, teachers, or school principals were not reported in the final report. No personally
identifiable information was reported about participants. No personally identifiable
information was released to anyone for any reason without written permission is obtained
in advance. All information obtained in this study was strictly confidential unless
disclosure was required by law. There were no direct benefits to participants. There were
no costs to participants or payments made to participants for participating in this study.
Participation in this project was voluntary and involved no unusual risks to participants
who may rescind their permission at any time without negative consequences.
Summary
Data use by teachers in schools has proven to be a successful method used to
improve the learning in all children. It is believed that the use of data can be used to
gauge instructional effectiveness of lessons taught by teachers. With this said, the
researcher’s purpose of this study is to determine how Georgia middle-school teachers in
Brewton County use standardized testing data for instructional purposes. This study
added to the body of research on data use by revealing teacher’s current perception on
state testing results. The study was based on a quantitative approach and was
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experimental in type. A 4-point Likert scale was used in this study. Participants were
asked to select the response that BEST or MOST accurately reflected their beliefs and
perceptions. A statement rated as (4) would have indicated that the participant “strongly
agree” with statement and a rating of (1) indicates that the participant “strongly disagree”
with the statement. The TPS instrument measured three dimensions of the perceptions
middle school teachers had concerning standardized testing data. The overall scale for the
TPS instrument had a Cronbach’s Alpha of .930. Next, the researcher considered three
dimensions or subscales, those being “Belief,” “Use,” and “leadership practices.” The p <
.05 will determine the level of significance of the study results.
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Chapter IV
REPORT OF DATA AND DATA ANALYSIS
Introduction
The overarching research question was: What are the perceptions of
middle school teachers regarding the use of standardized testing data?
The following sub-questions were examined in this study:
Sub-question 1: To what extent do middle-school English/Language Arts and
mathematics teachers’ believe that standardized test data is useful as compared to other
content area teachers?
Sub-question 2: To what extent do middle-school English/Language Arts and
mathematics teachers’ use standardized test data as compared to other content teachers?
Sub-question 3: To what extent do existing leadership practices help middle
school teachers use standardized test data in instructional planning?
The study was designed as a quantitative study as the researcher used descriptive
statistics data and independent-samples t tests. There were nine items clustered to answer
research question one as it pertains to “belief” (subscale 1). Additionally, there were 18
items clustered to answer research question two as it pertains to “use” (subscale 2) and
lastly, there were 13 questions clustered to answer research question three as it pertained
to leadership practices that facilitate data use in instructional planning (subscale 3). Based
on these three questions the researcher discovered the perceptions of Georgia middle
school teachers, in Brewton County, as it pertained to the use of standardized testing data.
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Analysis of Demographic Data
A total of 242 teachers from the four middle schools in Brewton County, a small
metropolitan school district in Georgia, participated in the study. The teachers were state
certified classroom teachers who taught in grades 6th – 8th. Out of the 297 selected
participants, there were a total of 242 who participated in the study yielding a return rate
of 81%.
School 1 had 74 out of 81 surveys completed and returned, which yielded a return
rate of 91%. School 2 had 66 out of 76 surveys completed and returned, which yielded a
return rate of 87%. School 3 had 54 out of 75 surveys completed and returned, which
yielded a return rate of 72%. School 4 had 48 out of 65 surveys completed and returned,
which yielded a return rate of 74%. The return rates are presented in Table 2.
Table 2
The Return Rate of Questionnaires by Schools
School

Distributed

Returned (%)

School 1

74

81 (91%)

School 2

66

76 (87%)

School 3

54

75 (72%)

School 4

48

65 (74%)

Demographic information was collected to determine the subject, grade, and
number of years teachers’ taught. There were 42 (17.4%) teachers who taught
mathematics, 48 (19.8%) who taught English/Language Arts, 45 (18.6%) who taught
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science, 59 (24.4%) taught social studies, and there were 48 (19.8%) teachers who were
considered other (see Table 3).
Table 3
Demographic Data on Subject Taught
Subject Taught

Frequency

Percent

Mathematics

42

17.4

English/Language Arts

48

19.8

Science

45

18.6

Social Studies

59

24.4

Other

48

19.8

The majority of teachers, 74 (30%), taught a combination of grades, 52 (21.5%)
taught 8th grade, 55 (22.7%) taught 7th grade, and 60 (24.8%) taught 6th grade (see Table
4).
Table 4
Demographic Data on Grade Taught
Grade Taught

Frequency

Percent

8th

52

21.5

7th

55

22.7

6th

60

24.8

Other

74

31.0
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The data revealed that the majority, 64, of teachers in the district had 4 – 7 years
(26.4%) of experience. The second highest group, for number of years of experience
where those who had 8 – 11 years; they totaled 49 (20.2%). The next group was those
teachers who had 12 – 15 years of experience, they totaled 48 (19.8%), teachers who had
15 years or more was next with 42 (17.4%). Finally, teachers who had 0 – 3 years of
experience, 39 (16.1%) were last (see Table 5).
Table 5
Demographic Data on Years of Experience
Years of Experience

Frequency

Percent

0–3

39

16.1

4–7

64

26.4

8 – 11

49

20.2

12 – 15

48

19.8

15+

42

17.4

Analysis of Research Question One: Belief that Data is Useful
Research Question 1: To what extent do middle-school English/Language Arts
and mathematics teachers’ “believe” that standardized test data is useful as compared to
other content area teachers?
Hypothesis 1: There is no statistical significance that supports the idea that middle
school English/Language Arts and mathematics teachers’ believe that standardized test
data is more useful as compared to other content area teachers?
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Group Statistics Data on “Belief”
The independent variable (IV) for conducting this hypothesis was type of
teacher/subject, the dependent variable (DV) for question 1 was the resulting score for
subscale 1. There were English/ Language and Mathematics teachers’ (n = 90) and other
subject area teachers (n = 152) that made up a total of 242 teachers. The other subject
area teachers average mean score (M = 20.68, SD = 4.36) was a fraction smaller than the
English/ Language and Mathematics teachers’ (M = 20.84, SD = 3.71) as shown in Table
6.
Table 6
Group Statistics Data on “Belief”

Subject
Recorded

N

Mean

SD

English/LA & Math

90

20.84

3.71

Other Subjects

152

20.68

4.36

Independent-Samples t-Test for Belief Data is Useful
Independent-sample t test for “extent middle-school English/Language
Arts and mathematics teachers’ “believe” that standardized test data is useful as
compared to other content area teachers’ revealed no statistical significance; t (240) =
.30, p = .762 as depicted in Table 6. Therefore, Null Hypothesis 1 was accepted that there
was no significant difference between English/Language Arts and mathematics teachers
and all other content area (see table 7).
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Table 7
t Test for Equality of Means for “Belief”

Variances

Levene’s Test for
Equality of Variances

F

Equal Variances Assumed

3.338

Sig.

0.069

t test for Equality of Means

df

240

t

Sig. (2-tailed)*

0.304

0.762*

*Correlation significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
Observing the mean score of each item on subscale 1 (“Belief”) the researcher
determined whether or not these individual groups of teachers “believed” in the use of
data and whether all middle school teachers, participating in this study, “believed” in the
use of data? The researcher calculated the following individual mean scores for each
item from subscale 1 (“Belief”) for English/ Language and Mathematics teachers 2.65,
2.75, 3.16, 2.34, 2.51, 2.97, 2.28, 2.03, and 2.48; the sum of these items was 23.17. After
dividing the sum of these items by the total number in the subscale the result was 2.57.
The maximum score is a four (strongly agree) and the minimum score is a one (strongly
disagree), thus 2.57 is equivalent to 3.0, which means that English/ Language and
Mathematics teachers “somewhat disagree” in the “belief” that data is useful. The
researcher calculated the following individual mean scores for each item from subscale 1
(“Belief”) for “other content teachers,” 2.61, 2.69, 3.32, 2.36, 2.45, 2.40, 2.81, 1.98, and
2.46; the sum of these items was 23.08. After dividing the sum of these items by the total
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number in the subscale the result was 2.57. The maximum mean score is 4 (strongly
agree) and the minimum mean score is 1 (strongly disagree), thus 2.57 is equivalent to
3.0, which means that other content teachers, “somewhat disagree” in the “belief” that
data is useful. Thus overall the data suggests that all participants in this study did not
“believe” in the use of data.
Analysis of Research Question Two: Belief that Data is “Useful”
Research Question 2: To what extent do middle-school English/Language Arts
and mathematics teachers’ “use” standardized test data as compared to other content
teachers?
Hypothesis 2: There is no statistical significance that supports that middle school
English/Language Arts and mathematics teachers’ “use” standardized test data more as
compared to other content teachers.
Group Statistics for Data is Useful
The independent variable (IV) for conducting this hypothesis was type of
teacher/subject, the dependent variable (DV) for question 2 was the resulting score for
subscale 2. There were English/ Language and Mathematics teachers’ (n = 90) and other
subject area teachers (n =152) that made up a total of 242 teachers. The other subject area
teachers average mean score (M = 47.14, SD = 10.34) was a fraction lower than the
English/ Language and Mathematics teachers’ (M = 48.43, SD = 7.68) as shown in Table
8.
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Table 8
Group Statistics Data on “Use”

Subject
Recorded

N

Mean

SD

English/LA & Math

90

48.43

7.68

Other Subjects

152

47.14

10.34

Independent-Samples t-Test for Belief Data is Useful
Independent-sample t test for “extent middle-school English/Language Arts and
mathematics teachers’ “use” standardized test data more as compared to other content
area teachers” revealed no statistical significance in difference between
English/Language Arts and Mathematics teachers in their use of data as compared to all
other content area teachers, as depicted in Table 8. Therefore, Null Hypothesis 2 was
accepted that there was no significant difference between English/Language Arts and
Mathematics teachers and all other content area teachers (see table 8); t (240) = 1.11, p =
.270 see table 9.
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Table 9
t Test for Equality of Means for “Use”

Variances

Equal Variances Assumed

Levene’s Test for
Equality of Variances

t test for Equality of Means

F

Sig.

df

8.416

0.004

228 1.11

t

Sig. (2-tailed)*

0.270*

*Correlation significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).
Observing the mean score of each item on subscale 2 (“Use”) the
researcher determined whether or not these individual groups of teachers “use” of data
and whether all middle school teachers, participating in this study, “used” data? The
researcher calculated the following individual mean scores for each item from subscale 2
(“Use”) for English/ Language and Mathematics teachers 2.60, 2.25, 1.52, 1.92, 2.08,
2.45, 2.56, 2.31, 2.26, 2.24, 2.46, 2.40, 2.22, 2.83, 2.62, 2.22, 2.18, and 2.42; the sum of
these items was 41.52. After dividing the sum of these items by the total number in the
subscale the result was 2.31. The maximum score is a four (strongly agree) and the
minimum score is a one (strongly disagree), thus 2.31 is equivalent to 2.0, which means
that English/ Language and Mathematics teachers “somewhat disagree” that data is
“useful.” The researcher calculated the following individual mean scores for each item
from subscale 1 (“Use”) for “other content teachers,” 2.79, 2.21, 1.73, 1.88, 2.06, 2.60,
2.57, 2.45, 2.28, 2.28, 2.57, 2.22, 2.46, 2.87, 2.55, 2.37, 2.46, 2.54; the sum of these items
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was 42.89. After dividing the sum of these items by the total number in the subscale the
result was 2.38. The maximum mean score is 4 (strongly agree) and the minimum mean
score is 1 (strongly disagree), thus 2.38 is equivalent to 2.0, which means that other
content teachers, “somewhat disagree” that data is useful. Thus overall the data suggests
that all participants in this study believe that data is “useful.”
Analysis of Research Question Three: Leadership Practices Improve Data Use
Research Question 3: To what extent do existing leadership practices help middle
school teachers use standardized test data in instructional planning?
The survey item, “My principal’s vision, direction, and expectation for using
standardized state criterion testing data to improve instruction and achievement are clear
and consistently communicated,” more than half (57.0%) of the participants “strongly
agree.” Over a quarter of the teachers (32.5%) “Somewhat agree” that their principal’s
vision and expectation for using data is clear and consistent. Only a small fraction of the
teachers (5.6%), “somewhat disagree” that their principal’s vision and expectation for
using data is clear and consistent, and even a smaller fraction (4.9%) “strongly disagree.”
See table 10.
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Table 10
My Principal’s Vision, Expectation, etc. for Using Data is Clear…

Rating

Frequency

Percent

Strongly agree

142

57.0

Somewhat agree

81

32.5

Somewhat disagree

14

5.6

Strongly disagree

5

4.9

Total

242

100.0

The survey item, “I observe my principal using standardized criterion state testing
data,” less than half of the participants (39.4%) “strongly agree.” Over a quarter of the
teachers (37.3%) “somewhat Agreed” that they observe their principal using data. Only a
small fraction of the participants (9.6%), “somewhat disagree” that they observe their
principal using standardized criterion state testing data, and even a smaller fraction
(13.7%) “strongly disagree.” See table 11.
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Table 11
I Observe My Principal Using Standardized Criterion State Testing Data…

Rating

Frequency

Percent

Strongly agree

98

39.4

Somewhat agree

93

37.3

Somewhat disagree

24

9.6

Strongly disagree

27

13.7

Total

242

100.0

The survey item, “The principal’s primary focus was on building capacity for
others to use data,” less than quarter of the participants marked that they (22.5%)
“Strongly agree.” Close to half of the participants (43.4%) marked that they “somewhat
agree” that the principal’s primary focus was on building capacity for to use data. Only a
small number participants (22.1%) marked that “somewhat disagree” that there principal
primary focus was on building capacity for data use, and a smaller fraction of participants
(12.0%) marked that they “strongly disagree.” See Table 12.
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Table 12
The Principal’s Primary Focus was on Building Capacity for Data Use…

Rating

Frequency

Percent

Strongly agree

56

22.5

Somewhat agree

108

43.4

Somewhat disagree

55

22.1

Strongly disagree

23

12.0

Total

242

100.0

The survey item “When teachers meet formally to discuss data results the
principal is often present and engaged.” Just over a quarter of the participants marked that
they (31.7%) “strongly agree.” Close to half of the participants (39.8%) marked they
“somewhat agree” that when teachers meet formally to discuss results the principal is
often present and engaged. Only a small number of participants (18.5%) marked that
“somewhat disagree” that there principal was present and engaged when they met, and a
smaller fraction of participants (10.0%) marked that they “strongly disagree.” See Table
13.
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Table 13
When Teachers Meet Formally to Discuss Data Results…

Rating

Frequency

Percent

Strongly agree

79

31.7

Somewhat agree

99

39.8

Somewhat disagree

46

18.5

Strongly disagree

18

10.0

Total

242

100.0

The survey item, “The standardized state criterion tests results I receive is
disaggregated by student subgroup.” Just over a quarter of the participants (27.3%)
marked that they “strongly agree.” A third of participants (33.3%) marked that they
“somewhat agree” that when they receive test results that they disaggregated by student
subgroup. A number of participants (21.3%) marked that they “somewhat disagree” that
when they receive test results that they disaggregated by student subgroup, and a smaller
fraction of participants (18.1%) marked that they “strongly disagree.” See Table 14.
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Table 14
The Standardized State Criterion Tests Results I Receive is Disaggregated…

Rating

Frequency

Percent

Strongly agree

68

27.3

Somewhat agree

83

33.3

Somewhat disagree

53

21.3

Strongly disagree

38

18.1

Total

242

100.0

The survey item, “There is an expectation in my school that teachers use
standardized state criterion testing data to inform their classroom practices,” 93
participants (37.3%) marked that they “strongly agree.” 96 participants (38.6%) marked
that they “somewhat agree” that there is an expectation in the school that teachers use
testing data in their classroom. 38 participants (15.3%) marked that they “somewhat
disagree” that there is an expectation teachers use of data in the classroom, and only 15
participants (8.8%) marked that they “strongly disagree.” See table 14.
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Table 15
There is an Expectation in my School that Teachers Use…

Rating

Frequency

Percent

Strongly agree

93

37.3

Somewhat agree

96

38.6

Somewhat disagree

38

15.3

Strongly disagree

15

8.80

Total

242

100.0

The survey item, “I have been trained on how to use state standardized state
criterion test data,” 68 participants (27.3%) marked that they “strongly agree.” 90
participants (36.1%) marked that they “somewhat agree” that they have been trained on
how to use test data. 52 participants (20.9%) marked that they “somewhat disagree” that
they have been trained on how to use test data and 32 participants (8.8%) marked that
they “strongly disagree.” See table 16.
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Table 16
I have been Trained on how to Use Standardized Test Data…

Rating

Frequency

Percent

Strongly agree

68

27.3

Somewhat agree

90

36.1

Somewhat disagree

52

20.9

Strongly disagree

32

15.7

Total

242

100.0

The survey item, “My principal provides time for staff to analyze and plan
instruction based on standardized state criterion testing results,” 66 participants (26.5%)
marked that they “strongly agree.” 109 participants (43.8%) marked that they “somewhat
agree” that there principal provided time for them to analyze testing results. 49
participants (19.7%) marked that they “somewhat disagree” that there principal provided
time for them to analyze testing results and 18 participants (11.0%) marked that they
“strongly disagree.” See table 17.
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Table 17
My Principal Provides Time for Staff to Analyze and Plan Based on Test Results…

Rating

Frequency

Percent

Strongly agree

66

26.5

Somewhat agree

109

43.8

Somewhat disagree

49

19.7

Strongly disagree

18

11.0

Total

242

100.0

The survey item, “The leadership staff provides encouragement and resources to
help me use standardized state criterion testing data,” 51 participants (20.5%) marked that
they “strongly agree.” 113 participants (45.4%) marked that they “somewhat agree” that
the leadership staff at their school provides encouragement and resources for using data.
53 participants (21.3%) marked that they “somewhat disagree” that the leadership staff
provides encouragement and resources for using data and 25 participants (12.8%) marked
that they “strongly disagree.” See table 18.
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Table 18
The Leadership Staff Provides Encouragement to Help Me Use Test Data…

Rating

Frequency

Percent

Strongly agree

51

20.5

Somewhat agree

113

45.4

Somewhat disagree

53

21.3

Strongly disagree

25

12.8

Total

242

100.0

The survey item, “Standardized state criterion testing data on my current students
is easy for me to access,” 63 participants (25.3%) marked that they “strongly agree.” 107
participants (43.0%) marked that they “somewhat agree” that testing data on their current
students is easy to access. 50 participants (20.1%) marked that they “somewhat disagree”
that testing data on their current students is easy to access and resources for using data
and 22 participants (11.6%) marked that they “strongly disagree.” See table 18
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Table 19
Test Data on my Current Students is Easy to Access…

Rating

Frequency

Percent

Strongly agree

63

25.3

Somewhat agree

107

43.0

Somewhat disagree

50

20.1

Strongly disagree

22

11.6

Total

242

100.0

The survey item, “The principal provided time for teacher to meet regularly to
plan and share instructional strategies based on standardized state criterion testing
results,” 66 participants (26.5%) marked that they “strongly agree.” 107 participants
(43.0%) marked that they “somewhat agree” that their principal provided time for them to
meet based standardized testing results. 51 participants (20.5%) marked that they
“somewhat disagree” that their principal provided time for them to meet based
standardized testing and 18 (12.8%) marked that they “strongly disagree.” See table 20.
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Table 20
The Principal Provided Time for Teachers to Meet Based on the Results of State Test…

Rating

Frequency

Percent

Strongly agree

66

26.5

Somewhat agree

107

43.0

Somewhat disagree

51

20.5

Strongly disagree

18

12.8

Total

242

100.0

The survey item, “The principal built ownership by making sure teachers
understood how to use standardized state criterion testing results to improve instruction
was available to teachers,” 37 participants (14.9%) marked that they “strongly agree.”
118 participants (47.4%) marked that they “somewhat agree” that their principal made
sure that they understood how to use data to improve their instruction. 61 participants
(24.5%) marked that they “somewhat disagree” that their principal made sure that they
understood how to use data to improve their instruction and 26 participants (13.2%)
marked that they “strongly disagree.” See table 21.
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Table 21
The Principal Built Ownership by Making Sure Teachers Knew How to Use Data…

Rating

Frequency

Percent

Strongly agree

37

14.9

Somewhat agree

118

47.4

Somewhat disagree

61

24.5

Strongly disagree

26

13.2

Total

242

100.0

The survey item, “Staff development focused on how to analyze standardized
state criterion testing results to improve instruction was available to teachers,” 36
participants (14.5%) marked that they “strongly agree.” 107 participants (43.0%) marked
that they “somewhat agree” that staff development focused on how to analyze data was
available to teachers. 77 participants (30.9%) marked that they “somewhat disagree” that
staff development focused on how to analyze data was available to teachers and 22
participants (11.6%) marked that they “strongly disagree.” See table 22.
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Table 22
Staff Development Focused on How to Analyze Standardized State…

Rating

Frequency

Percent

Strongly agree

36

14.5

Somewhat agree

107

43.0

Somewhat disagree

77

30.9

Strongly disagree

22

11.6

Total

242

100.0

The individual mean scores for each question is reported below. See table 23.
Table 23
Individual Means and Standard Deviations in Response to…

Clustered Question

Mean

SD

1

1.51

0.701

3

1.92

0.973

4

2.19

0.899

6

2.01

0.904

16

2.25

1.034

20

1.90

0.884

21

2.20

0.995
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Table 23
Individual Means and Standard Deviations in Response to… (Continued)

25

2.08

0.887

26

2.21

0.894

27

2.13

0.904

28

2.09

0.881

30

2.31

0.860

31

2.35

0.843

Observing the mean score of each item on subscale 3 (“Leadership Practices”)
the researcher determined whether all middle school teachers, participating in this study,
believed that leadership practices by their principal increased their use of standardized
testing data?
The researcher calculated the individual mean scores for each item from subscale
3 (“Leadership Practices”) and the sum of these items was 27.15. After dividing the sum
of these items by the total number in the subscale the result was 2.08. The maximum
mean score is 4 (strongly agree) and the minimum mean score is 1 (strongly disagree),
thus 2.08 is equivalent to 2.0, which means that teachers overall “somewhat disagree”
believed that leadership practices by their principal increased their use of standardized
testing data.
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Major Findings of the Study
The findings of this study, with regard to English/ Language and
Mathematics teachers’ “belief” that standardized criterion testing data was more useful
than all other teachers, was not supported and found not to be true. The mean scores for
subscale 1 revealed that English/ Language and Mathematics teachers’ “somewhat
disagree” in the ‘belief” that data was useful. Also, it was revealed that other content
teachers “somewhat disagree” in the “belief” that data was useful.
Additionally, with regard to whether English/ Language and Mathematics
teachers’ “use” standardized test data more than teachers of other subjects was not
supported and found not to be true. The mean scores for subscale 2 revealed, that
English/ Language and Mathematics teachers’ “somewhat disagree” that they “use”
standardized testing data. Also, it was revealed that other content teachers “somewhat
disagree” that they “use” standardized testing data.
Last, the researcher calculated the individual mean scores for each item from
subscale 3 (“Leadership Practices”) and it was revealed that teachers overall “somewhat
disagree” that leadership practices by their principal increased their use of standardized
testing data.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, AND IMPLICATIONS
This chapter provides a brief summary of the study. It includes the analysis and
discussion of the findings relevant to related professional literature, implications based on
the findings, recommendations for further study based on the analysis of the data
gathered during the study, and concluding thoughts.
Summary
The problem of this study evolved out of the sparse research currently available
on the perceptions of data usage by middle school teachers. Through a survey designed to
gather information on perceptions of middle school teachers use of data in Brewton
County, the researcher of this study was able analyze teachers’ perceptions of using data
by comparing English/Language Arts and Mathematics teachers against all other content
area teachers as the researcher looked at the “beliefs” and “usage” of data by these
teachers. Additionally, the researcher also analyzed leadership practices that helped
middle school teachers use standardized test data in instructional planning. The
researcher developed an instrument (Appendix A) to measure the perceptions teachers
had concerning data and the sample included 242 middle school teachers from four
different middle schools. The researcher disseminated and collected the survey, to
teachers at their respective schools.
Purpose of Study
The purpose of this study was to investigate the perceptions of Georgia middle
school teachers in Brewton County, concerning the use of standardized testing data. The
literature and experiences of middle school teachers informed the researcher of relevant
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variables for this study, including “belief” in data, “use” of data, and leadership practices
that facilitate teachers’ use of standardized testing results in instructional planning.
Research Questions
The following overarching question was considered in this study:
What are the perceptions of Georgia middle school teachers, in Brewton County,
regarding the use of standardized state testing data?
The following sub-questions were used to answer the overarching questions:
Sub-question 1: To what extent do middle-school English/Language Arts and
mathematics teachers’ believe that standardized test data is useful as compared to other
content area teachers?
Sub-question 2: To what extent do middle-school English/Language Arts and
mathematics teachers’ use standardized test data as compared to other content teachers?
Sub-question 3: To what extent do existing leadership practices help middle
school teachers use standardized test data in instructional planning?
Summary of Major Findings
The researcher identified the major findings of the study:
Findings of the study included:
The major finding in this research study was that English/Language Arts and
mathematics teachers’ do not “believe” that standardized test data is more useful as
compared to other content area teachers. Actually, English/Language Arts and
mathematics teachers’ belief in data was only slightly greater. In a minor finding, it was
revealed that teacher’s overall “belief” in data were neither high nor low. But an equal
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number of the teachers in this study did “believe” that standardized testing data were
useful.
The second major finding was that English/Language Arts and mathematics
teachers’ do not “use” standardized test data more than other content area teachers.
Specifically, on average, English/Language Arts and mathematics teachers reported using
the data slightly one percentage point more than other content teachers. In a minor
finding, it was revealed that teachers overall “use” of data were neither high nor low. But
an equal amount of the teachers in this study did “use” standardized testing data.
In the final major finding, though approximately 90% of all the participants in the
study believed that their principal had a clear vision and expectation for using data, the
results of the study revealed that teachers overall “somewhat disagree” that leadership
practices by their principal increased their use of standardized testing data.
In the next section, the researcher discussed the findings of this study as they
converge and diverge from the literature. The section is organized by research question to
include major and minor findings determined by data analysis of responses to items on
the instrument designed to measure the perceptions middle school teachers as it pertains
to using state standardized criterion testing data.
Analysis and Discussion of Research Findings
The findings of the study were presented in Chapter 4. The purpose of this section
is to present a thorough discussion of the major findings from this study in relation to the
professional literature. Many of the findings of this study were similar and resembled
much of the information cited in the review of literature. The findings were discussed as a
series of responses to the research sub-questions.
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Sub-question 1: To what extent do middle school English/Language Arts and
Mathematics teachers “believe” that standardized test data is useful as compared to
other content area teachers?
Previous studies concerning standardized test and test results have
revealed that teachers are concerned about the utility, validity, and the appropriateness of
standardized test results (Dorr-Bremme et al., 1983; Englert et al., 2005). The research
also revealed that high-stake tests and the results they produce, in some instances, have
constrained teachers’ beliefs and practice. This lack of confidence or belief in
standardized test results caused teachers to be pessimistic about what test results reveal,
in that, they question whether the results from the state tests are an accurate reflection of
what students knew or did not know (Smith et al., 1989; Feldman & Tung, 2001). The
literature also showed that teachers believed that there were too many tests and the results
were not useful (Paris & Urdan, 2000).
The results from this study converges with previous research, in that, it revealed
overall, teachers somewhat disagree in “belief” that standardized test data are useful. The
results of the study revealed that teachers were not totally convinced that standardized
tests were helpful in monitoring the effectiveness of instructional strategies and in
identifying gaps in student’s learning. Also, in this study, in comparing English/Language
Arts and mathematics teachers to those who taught other content, the researcher found
that English/Language Arts and mathematics teachers “belief” that standardized test data
was useful was only a fraction higher than teachers of other content. This was surprising
considering Brewton County’s efforts for the last five years to increase the scores of
students who have failed Reading/ English/Language Arts and/or mathematics. The effort
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to increase the scores of students who have failed these two particular subjects evolved
out the county’s inability to make Annual Yearly Progress (AYP). The teachers of other
content have not endured the constant pressures, from school and district leadership, of
ensuring that their students make gains as those who teach English/Language Arts and
mathematics.
Sub-question 2: To what extent do middle-school English/Language Arts and
mathematics teachers’ use standardized test data as compared to other content teachers?
The researcher believed that if teachers found that standardized testing results
were helpful in terms of increasing learning in students and improving their self efficacy
then teachers would “use” the data more often. Herman and Gribbons (2001) discussed
that teachers’ common complaint concerning the use of standardized test results was that
they did not believe in the validity nor the reliability of test data and because of this
teachers often did not use them. In this study it was revealed that overall teachers
somewhat disagree that standardized testing data was “useful.” Practice and experience
has taught the researcher that if teachers are not convinced about the effectiveness of new
practice (the use of data) then they want “use” it.
Many studies found that teachers were not actively using data to guide planning
and instructional decisions (Earl & Katz, 2006; Marsh et al., 2006; Petride & Nodine,
2005). The research also showed that teachers could use data to document and
comprehend the impact of their actions, improve their practices, and teachers could use
data to monitor progress towards state standards (U. S. Department of Education, 2003).
A review of the literature also showed that if teachers felt that standardized test results
were useful then they would be able to identify the link between teaching practices and
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student performances so that high achievement levels could be gained (Miller, 2000).
Additionally, Kerr et al., (2006) found that 81% of the teachers in their study reported
that standardized state data was useful for making instructional related decisions. Those
results converge with the findings in this study as teachers’ use of data was neither high
nor low.
This particular finding could be a result of Brewton County’s recent start in
emphasizing that teachers use data in their daily practice, and with this initiative being in
the early stages, the impact has not had enough time to persuade teachers “use” in either
direction. It was also revealed in this study, that when comparing English/ Language Arts
and Mathematics teachers to teachers of other content, concerning the “use” of data,
teachers of other content were using the data only a fraction less than those who taught
English/ Language Arts and mathematics. Considering that the State of Georgia has
mandated, through the A-Plus Educational Reform Act of 2000 (as amended in 2003) that
all 3rd, 5th and 8th grade students must pass these two subjects on the Georgia Criterion
Reference Competency Test (GCRCT) in order to be promoted to the next grade
(Georgia Department of Education, 2003), and the fact that all four of Brewton County’s
middle schools have not made AYP, particularly because of students inability to pass
English/ Language Arts and /or mathematics, and the direct pressures from district
leaders, this findings came as a surprise.
Sub-question 3: To what extent do existing leadership practices help middle school
teachers use standardized test data in instructional planning?
Past studies have shown that principals and teachers are using data significantly
more in their work compared to the past (Englert et al., 2003a; Englert et al., 2004b;
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Englert et al., 2005c). In an effort to increase the use of standardized testing data
principals must have a clear school-wide vision and build a strong culture for data use
(Datnow et al., 2007). Supovitz and Klein (2003) revealed in their study that innovated
data use came from the person who had the vision and the persistence to turn an idea into
action. It was revealed in this study that teachers believed that their principal had a
vision, direction and expectation for using data. Additionally, 77% of the participants in
this study observed their principal using state testing data to assess the effectiveness of
programs and in instructional planning. This in essence, the researcher has learned from
practice, sets the tone for the staff in the school to use the data, in that, it must start with
the leader first. The participants in this study, approximately 67%, believed that the data
was disaggregated such that it could be used immediately. However, approximately 31%
of the participants in this study basically disagree that their principal provided time for
staff to analyze and plan based on the results of state testing results. The research reveals
that in order for teachers to use data effectively they must be given time to immerse
themselves in the practice of using standardized testing data (Armstrong & Anthes, 2001;
Englert et. al., 2004).
This result does not suggest that every teacher is using data in their perspective
schools but it does suggest from a leadership standpoint that the expectation for data use
has been established. Additionally, considering that Brewton County has only recently
(within a year and a half) begun training administrators on how to use data and training
them on how to effectively re-deliver this training to their teachers, the researcher had
expected teachers overall opinion concerning whether current practices by their principal
help them use standardized test data in instructional planning to be uninfluenced.
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Conclusions
In conclusion, the implementation of standards-based accountability under NCLB
has presented opportunities for data use by giving teachers new sources of data for
analysis as well as increasing the expectations on them to improve student achievement
on test scores (Massell, 2001). The findings in the study correlated with the research subquestions and were used to answer the overarching question, “What are the perceptions of
Georgia middle school teachers, in Brewton County, regarding the use of standardized
state testing data?” The findings revealed that teachers in this school district are not
totally convinced about the usefulness of standardized testing data.
The findings for the first research sub-question one, To what extent do middle
school English/Language Arts and Mathematics teachers “believe” that standardized test
data is useful as compared to other content area teachers?, revealed that the majority of
teachers somewhat disagreed about the “belief” that standardized test were useful.
However teachers have been highly encouraged by school and district leadership to use
data in their daily practice, there has been an intended push for teachers of Reading
(English/Language Arts) and mathematics to use the data because of the high-stakes
involved, as it pertains to 8th grade students being retained if they do not pass the state
exam (GaCRCT) and the impact this also has on the school district, in that, many
politicians and the public at large believe the scores on students’ high-stakes tests are the
only way to determine if teachers are doing their job (Bracey, 2001). Surprisingly, the
researcher found that teachers of all content basically “believed,” equally that
standardized testing data was important.
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The findings for research sub-question two, To what extent do middle-school
English/Language Arts and mathematics teachers’ “use” standardized test data as
compared to other content teachers?, revealed that all teachers in Brewton County are
using standardized testing data, but surprisingly, English/Language Arts and mathematics
teachers’ are using data slightly more compared to other content teachers. Brewton
County leadership has invested many resources into ensuring that English/Language Arts
and mathematics teachers’, have the professional development required to fully
implement Georgia’s new curriculum. The state’s new curriculum was rolled out
incrementally, starting with English/Language Arts and mathematics. Teachers had to
attend several training outside of the county as it pertained to teaching this curriculum
correctly. There also have been several follow-up trainings that have taken place inside of
the county that allowed teachers, English/Language Arts and mathematics teachers
specifically, time to practice and demonstrate their new learning, and get feedback from
coaches on how to correct problems in teaching the new curriculum as these problems
arrived. However, despite these efforts 42% of the participants did not agree that staff
development focused on how to analyze standardized state testing results were available
to teachers. Additionally, 38% of the participants believe that principals did not make
sure that they knew how to use data to improve instruction, and only 25% believe they
had time provided to use data.
Findings from this study addressed research sub-question three, To what extent do
existing leadership practices help middle school teachers use standardized test data in
instructional planning?, indicated that participants in this study somewhat disagreed that
current practices by their principals facilitated there use of state test data in their
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instructional planning. In this study it was revealed that approximately 90% of all the
participants in the study believed that their principal had a clear vision and expectation
for using data. Additionally, the majority agreed (77%) that they witnessed their principal
using standardized testing data and 66% believed that the leadership staff had provided
encouragement to help them use test data. However, having a vision and expectation for
data use and actually using the data, is only one aspect of being an effective data driven
leader. Principals also have to identify a particular method of data use that is most
effective for their school and be able to document quantitatively, how this method is
contributing to the improvement in teacher’s ability to use data and more importantly,
how this method is improving the learning of children in their school.
In closing, standardized testing data play a salient role in federal and state
accountability policies. Test data are also important sources of information to guide
improvement at all levels of educational systems and to hold teachers, and others
involved in the education of children, accountable. The research revealed that teachers
“belief” and “use” of test data was important in their daily instructional activities to help
children. Additionally, teachers confirmed that current principal practices at their
particular school helped to increase their ability utilize data. Through analysis and
synthesis of the findings, the researcher drew the following conclusions:
•

Teachers in the county are using data more compared to teachers of the past;
however, they are still as skeptical about the usefulness of standardized tests as
teachers of the past were before NCLB (2001).

•

Teachers did not fully grasp what particular method they were using to
disaggregate data and Brewton County has not led an effort to train teachers on
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what the literature has revealed as effective models for disaggregating and
analyzing data.
•

In order for teachers to become comfortable with data and be able to use it
effectively, leadership in the county must provide blocks of time, consistently,
through out the school day, for teachers to work together to analyze standardized
test data.

•

Brewton County needs to do more to show teachers that using standardized
testing data is an effective strategy in improving their practice and in helping
teachers improve student achievement.
Implications
The purpose of using standardized testing data is to connect student performance

outcomes to classroom practice. As a result of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, a
school, a district, and a state’s test results will be used to determine whether they are
fulfilling the mandates of this law.
The implications of this study relates to the perception of teachers who utilize
standardized testing data in their practice. Overall teachers did not find data to be
beneficial and viewed it in a negative light. However, there needs to be more training
provided to assist teachers in fully understanding the benefits of using standardized
testing data in their practice.
The findings of this study contribute to the body of existing literature on teachers’
use of standardized test results. There are not many current studies on teachers’
perspectives concerning the use of testing data in Georgia, and there is limited research
found from other states about teachers’ understanding concerning the use of state
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achievement results. This study revealed that teachers viewed standardized testing data
negatively and it revealed that teachers believed that current administrative practices
basically did not contribute to them using standardized tests in their daily practice. These
findings contribute to principal’s role as instructional leaders to promote continuous
school improvement and into fulfilling the mandates of NCLB (2001).
This study will also benefit district leadership in Brewton County. In this era of
accountability it is important that school leaders in Brewton County look beyond NCLB
(2001) requirements to move student data into the hands of teachers and technology that
enhances, and not encumber, teachers’ ability to disaggregate and analyze data. This is
important as school leaders look to influence teachers to change their instruction, to
monitor student performance, and to evaluate the effectiveness of school programs and
policies.
Recommendations for Further Study
The following recommendations are results of the research findings and provide an
agenda for further research.
1. Conduct a study to determine what barriers, myths, or conditions exist in schools
that encumber data use by teachers and school administrators.
2. Conduct a study to determine how teachers and parents expectation and
experiences with data influence principal’s leadership behavior.
3. This study should be replicated and administered to all Georgia public
elementary, middle, and high school teachers, ensuring that individuals who
taught more than one subject are required to indicate whether one of the
additional subjects they taught was either English/Language Arts or mathematics.
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4. Further research should be conducted into which particular leadership actions by
principals that teachers have found to be more effective in increasing their use of
standardized test data.
5. This study should be replicated in states other than Georgia to compare the
perceptions of other teachers and what factors have, in terms of using data, been
most helpful in producing the greatest gains in student achievement.
Concluding Thoughts
This study investigated the perceptions of Georgia middle school teachers,’ in
Brewton County, concerning the use of standardized testing data. The analysis of the data
indicated that there was a slight difference in the “belief” of standardized testing data
when comparing other content teachers to English/ Language and Mathematics teachers’.
Additionally, analysis of the data indicated that there was not a significant difference in
the “use” of standardized testing data when comparing other content teachers to English/
Language and Mathematics teachers’. Lastly, the teachers in this study agreed that the
existing leadership practices by their principal neither help nor hinder them in using
standardized test data in instructional planning. Overall, the researcher has concluded that
the perceptions of Georgia middle school teachers, in Brewton County, to be slightly
negative as it pertains to use of standardized testing data.
The demands on educators to improve student learning is increasing each day.
Understanding teachers’ perception on using standardized testing data is a means that
school leaders can use to reduce encumbrances to student learning. The researcher has a
personal connection to this study and a passion for learning more about this topic. Daily,
leaders of this profession must address the problem of why some students are not

108
learning, at the expected level, or why some teachers are able to increase the learning of
children and why other teachers cannot, what can be done about it. It is the expectation
that this study can provide some insight into this problem.
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Teachers’ Perception Survey on how they use standardized state
criterion reference tests
DIRECTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE SURVEY
Please do not write on the survey. For the 2009 – 2010 school year, complete the
demographic information below. On the Scantron Sheet in the section that reads “STUDENT
ID NUMBER” starting with the first column, you will write “H” and then bubble in the
appropriate corresponding number. In the second column, under the same section, you will write
“I” and bubble in the appropriate corresponding number. Lastly, in the third column, you will
write “J” and bubble in the appropriate corresponding number.

If you teach math and science, or math and social studies, under “column I” in the
“STUDENT ID NUMBER” section, please code that you teach math. If you teach
Language Arts and science, or Language Arts and social studies, under “column I” please
code in the “STUDENT ID NUMBER” section that you teach Language Arts. On the
Scantron Sheet DO NOT WRITE YOUR NAME OR THE NAME OF YOUR SCHOOL
DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION
1. Under column H, mark the grade you teach this year.
0 for Grade 6

1 for Grade 7

2 for Grade 8

3 taught combination of all or any two or any three

2. Under column I, mark the subject you teach this year.
0 for Language Arts 1 for Mathematics 2 for Science 3 for Social Studies 4 other

3. Under column J, mark the number of years you have taught as indicated
0 (0 – 3 years) 1 (4 – 7 years) 2(8 – 11 years) 3(12 – 15 years)

4(15 years +)

Note: For this survey, when you see “Standardized State Criterion Test” this refers to any
middle school test mandated by the State of Georgia (e.g., Georgia Criterion Reference
Competency Test, 8th Grade Writing Exam, ACCESS Test). Also “Standardized State
Criterion Test Results” or “Standardized State Criterion Data” refers to the scores
received after the students have completed any state mandated test.
Before you start answering the questions on the survey, please know that 1 = A, 2 = B,
3 = C and 4 = D. Also, as you complete this survey please think about how you
incorporate testing results throughout the school year (beginning, during, and at the end).
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Using the Scantron Sheet, rank your response to each of the 40 questions based on a 4-point
Likert Scale. When you are finished, place the Scantron Sheet and survey back in the envelope
provided. Seal and return the envelope to the primary researcher. Thank you for your willingness
to participate in this study.
ALL RESPONSES SHOULD BE APPROPRIATE TO THE 2009-2010 SCHOOL YEAR.
* The term principal refers only to the school principal and not the assistant principal(s).

Strategy

1.

My principal's vision, direction, and
expectation for using standardized
state criterion testing data to improve
instruction and achievement are
clear and consistently communicated.

2.

The standardized state criterion
testing data is a reflection on whether or
not I have taught the material

3.

I observed the principal using standardized
state criterion tests results data to analyze
the effectiveness of programs and
instruction for future planning.

4.

The principal’s primary focus was on
building others capacity to use standardized
state criterion tests results.

5.

To what extent do you think analyzing
standardized state criterion testing data
helps you identify correct differences
in achievement between subgroups (e.g.,
gender, race, migrant status)

6.

7.

8.

9.

When teachers meet formally to discuss
results of standardized state criterion tests
the principal is often present and actively
engaged.
I applied a variety of instructional strategies
to support the learning needs of students
based on the standardized state criterion
testing results to improve instruction.
I know how to disaggregate and analyze
standardized state criterion testing results
to identify gaps in student’s learning.
Standardized state criterion testing results
helped you monitor the effectiveness
of instructional strategies.
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10. Standardized state criterion testing results
were effective in identifying gaps in
student’s learning.
11. I believe my classroom assessments were
more effective in identifying what students
knew and did not know than standardized
state criterion testing results.
12. I met on my own with other teachers to plan
and collaborate on how to improve
instruction based on the results from
standardized state criterion tests.

1

2 2

1

2

1

1

1

13. I always use standardized state criterion
testing results to monitor the progress of
my students.

1

14. I always disaggregated standardized state
criterion testing results to monitor the
progress of particular groups of students.

1

1

1

15. Disaggregating standardized state
criterion testing results helps me identify and
correct differences in achievement between
subgroups of students in your classroom.
16. The standardized state criterion tests
results I receive is disaggregated
by student subgroup (e.g. gender, race,
bubble students, special education).
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17. The way I receive standardized
state criterion testing results from my
principal is useful immediately in my
instructional planning.

1

2

3

4

18. I use standardized state
criterion testing data to inform my work
as a teacher in articulating school
improvement goals across grades.

1

2

3

4

1
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3

4
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4

1
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3

4

1
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4

19. I feel that standardized state criterion tests
data contributes to the overall success
of my classroom.
20. There is an expectation in my school
that teachers use standardized state
criterion testing data to inform their
classroom practices.
21. I have been trained on how to use
state standardized state criterion
test data.
22. Standardized state criterion tests are an
effective way to measure student
knowledge.
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23. I regularly use standardized state criterion
testing data to plan instruction for my
students.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

1

2
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1

2
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1
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29. I know how to link the results from
standardized state criterion testing
to appropriate intervention
strategies to improve instruction.

1

2

3

4

30. The principal built ownership by making
sure teachers understood how to use
standardized state criterion testing results
to improve instruction.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

32. I use standardized state criterion testing results
to determine the instructional needs of my class

1

2

3

4

33. I compare the most recent standardized state
criterion testing results to past standardized
state criterion testing results

1

2

3

4

34. Standardized state criterion testing results are
the most important part of your lesson planning.

1

2

3

4

35. The way you teach your students is based mostly
standardized state criterion testing results.

1

2

3

4

36. I use standardized state criterion testing results
to focus instructional tasks on higher-ordered
thinking

1

2

3

4

37. I use standardized state criterion testing results
to identify instructional strengths and weaknesses

1

2

3

4

24. Standardized state criterion tests provides
valid data on teaching and learning in the
classroom.
25. My principal provides time for
staff to analyze and plan instruction
based on standardized state criterion
testing results.
26. The leadership staff provides encouragement
and resources to help me use standardized
state criterion testing data.
27. Standardized state criterion
testing data on my current students
is easy for me to access.
28. The principal provided time for teachers to
meet regularly to plan and share
instructional strategies based on standardized
state criterion testing results.

31. Staff development focused on how to
analyze standardized state criterion testing
results to improve instruction was available
to teachers.
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38. I use standardized state criterion testing results to
make curriculum decisions.

1

2

3

4

39. I use standardized state criterion testing results
to choose instructional materials.

1

2

3

4

40. I believe that monitoring
standardized state criterion testing results
contributes to the overall success of my class?

1

2

3

4
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Instructions for Pilot Study
PERCETIONS OF MIDDLE SCHOOL TEACHERS REGARDING THE USE OF
STANDARDIZED TESTING
by Darrell LaMar Stephens

I. Read the cover letter for clarity and understanding.
•

Was anything left out that needs to be added?

•

Is there anything that needs to be explained that was not?

•

Is there anything that needs to be removed?

II. Read the directions for each section of the survey instrument.
•

Were there any directions that were not clear?

•

Is there anything that needs to be added, changed or removed?

III. Complete the instrument.
•

How long did it take you to complete the survey?

•

Did anything confuse you – wording, meaning, etc.?

•

Does anything need to be changed?

IV. Return your completed survey and all comments.
•

Return your completed survey and comments to the researcher.

